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The purpose of this study was to survey Mississippi foreign language teachers in
regards to demographic information pertaining to their educational and professional
experiences and how often they employ certain activities taken from the Mississippi
Foreign Language Curriculum Framework (2000). The data were then examined to see
if a relationship existed between specific teacher demographic data and how they
implemented the state-mandated curriculum.
A researcher-designed survey instrument was developed. In order to establish the
validity and reliability of the instrument two samples were taken: Mississippi foreign
language teachers and teachers subscribing to the on-line listserv FLTEACH. A total
sample of n= 323 was obtained for reliability and confirmatory factor analysis.
Confirmatory factor analysis was used to empirically justify the reduction of the survey
items into 4 of the strands found in the curriculum framework.

The Mississippi teachers' surveys were separated from the total, retaining a
sample of n = 116 for further study. Descriptive statistics such as frequencies,
percentages, and cross-tabulations, were used to analyze the data. Demographic data
indicated that the majority of the foreign language teachers surveyed have obtained more
than the minimum requirements in language study and pedagogy for certification in
Mississippi. The survey also indicated that the majority of teachers surveyed employed a
variety of instructional activities for their students, but that they relied most on
vocabulary and grammar activities. A MANOVA was used to test the null hypothesis
that increased teacher education in subject area and/or pedagogy did not increase the
frequency of specific instructional choices of foreign language teachers. Results
indicated that the frequency of certain instructional choices did increase as the number of
hours in content hours of study increased, but it was not found to be statistically
significant at an alpha of α = .05.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Teacher shortages in math, science, and foreign languages exist in Mississippi
(Education Week, 2003). Like other states, Mississippi has employed many teachers with
either Alternate Route or Emergency Certification to fill the need. Mississippi has a set
of measurements that ensure accountability in math and sciences, but there is nothing in
place to ensure teacher quality and levels of student achievement in the area of foreign
languages. Many university language departments have voiced a concern that there is
little standardization among foreign language programs in Mississippi secondary schools.
In 2000, Mississippi adopted a new foreign language curriculum. The purposes of the
new curriculum were to equalize what students could do with a second language, and
allow students to advance seamlessly from one school to another, and from high school to
college in order to proceed to the next level of instruction (Mississippi Department of
Education, 2000). This transition, it was presumed, would take the pressure from the
overcrowded elementary-level courses. The Mississippi Department of Education spent
much time and resources providing workshops across the state to help foreign language
teachers adjust to the new curriculum (Mississippi Department of Education, 2003).
According to the foreign language departments of several Mississippi colleges and
universities, little if any change has occurred (personal communication; Blue Mountain
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College, Mississippi State University, University of Mississippi, University of Southern
Mississippi; July, 2006). If the gaps of student achievement in foreign languages cannot
be explained by what teachers are teaching, then perhaps it can be explained by how they
are teaching the material.

Background Information

The Development of the Standards for Foreign Language Learning
Foreign language education only recently obtained the status of core curriculum
in the United States. Foreign language education was first included as the seventh and
final core curriculum subject in Goals 2000: Educate America Act (U.S. Department of
Education, 1994). In fact, one of the major thrusts of this document was “to improve
language instruction at all levels and to facilitate sequential learning” (Leloup &
Ponterio, 1998). It was then decided to create a set of foreign language standards to
identify the essential skills and knowledge students need in foreign language study.
Created in 1996, the Standards for Foreign Language Learning: Preparing for the 21st
Century was the first document to describe what students should know and what they
should be able to do as a result of foreign language instruction. The national standards
were created through the collaboration of four national organizations: The American
Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages, the American Association of Teachers of
French, the American Association of Teachers of German, and the American Association
of Teachers of Spanish and Portuguese (Lafayette, 1996). Language-specific goals were
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later defined in the Standards for Foreign Language Learning in the 21 Century
(American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages, 1999).
The standards for foreign language learning are organized within the five goals
that comprise foreign language education: Communication, Culture, Connections,
Comparisons, and Communities. The goals are then divided into 11 content standards.
They are as follows:
Goal 1: Communication
Standard 1.1 Students engage in conversations, provide and obtain information,
express feelings and emotions, and exchange opinions.
Standard 1.2 Students understand and interpret written and spoken language on
a variety of topics.
Standard 1.3 Students present information, concepts, and ideas to an audience of
listeners or readers on a variety of topics.
Goal 2: Culture
Standard 2.1 Students demonstrate an understanding of the relationship between
the practices and perspectives of the culture studied.
Standard 2.2 Students demonstrate an understanding of the relationship between
the products and perspectives of the cultures studied.
Goal 3: Connections
Standard 3.1 Students reinforce and further their knowledge of other disciplines
through the foreign language.
Standard 3.2 Students acquire information and recognize the distinct viewpoints
that are only available through the foreign language and its cultures.
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Goal 4: Comparisons
Standard 4.1 Students demonstrate understanding of the nature of language
through comparisons of the language studied and their own.
Standard 4.2 Students demonstrate understanding of the concept of culture
through comparisons of the cultures studied and their own.
Goal 5: Communities
Standard 5.1 Students use the language both within and beyond the school
setting.
Standard 5.2 Students show evidence of becoming life-long learners by using
the language for personal enjoyment and enrichment.
The national standards are compatible with the American Council on the
Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) proficiency guidelines. The ACTFL
proficiency guidelines are based on a scale developed for use by the federal government.
The guidelines provide a common metric against which to measure performance in
speaking, reading, writing, and listening in a second language. Even though the national
standards do not represent only communication, but include content, the standards were
created with ACTFL assessments in mind (American Council on the Teaching of Foreign
Languages, 1999).
The national standards do not represent the current status of foreign language
study in the United States. Generally, foreign language study is introduced in the ninth
grade. Most states recommend a two-year sequence of study, with third and fourth year
courses primarily comprised of elective or advanced-placement (AP) courses. The
national standards have been created with a presumed K-12 core curriculum status. In one
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sense, the standards are a political document, delineating the goals of the profession and
making a case for institutional change at the local, regional, and national levels (Leloup
&Ponterio, 1998). Foreign language education will not hold a strong position in the core
curriculum if it limits itself to only a high school sequence of study. Ideally, students
would begin the study of a second language in grades K-4, with the continuation and
possible additions of third and fourth languages during Grades 5-8 and Grades 9-12 (See
Figure 1.1). For this reason, the national standards contain progress indicators for Grades
4, 8, and 12.
The national standards are intended to serve as a gauge for excellence in foreign
language learning. They are not meant to serve as curriculum guides or state
frameworks. Individual states and school districts are responsible for detailed
performance standards. Schools are encouraged to create their own exit performance
standards for their students based upon school requirements and community expectations

6
FIGURE 1.1: Proposed K-12 Sequence of Foreign Language Study taken from
Standards for Foreign Language Learning in the 21st Century (1999).

.
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Development of the Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework
The Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework (Mississippi
Department of Education, 2000) was developed within the context of the Standards for
foreign language learning: Preparing for the 21st century (American Council on the
Teaching of Foreign Languages, 1996). The Framework is a working document to be
used at the district level and consists of state-required competencies, suggested
objectives, and teaching strategies.
The framework presents five strands reflecting the five C’s (Communication,
Culture, Connections, Comparisons, and Communities) of the national standards. Each
strand is defined as a goal. The 11 state-mandated competencies (ten for Classical
Language Learning) correspond to the standards listed in the national standards document
(See Figure 1.2). Under each competency is a list of suggested objectives reflecting the
four levels of instruction (i.e. French 1-4, Spanish 1-4, German 1-4, Russian 1-4, and
Latin 1-4).
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Figure 1.2: Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework (2000) Goals and
Competencies
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The Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework (2000) does not
support any particular methodology, pedagogy, learning style, or textbook. It is built on
three assumptions. They are as follows:
1. Competence in more than one language and culture enables people to
communicate with other people in other cultures in a variety of settings; look
beyond their customary borders; develop insight into their own language and
culture; act with greater awareness of self, of other cultures, and their own
relationship to those cultures; gain direct access to additional bodies of
knowledge; and participate more fully in the global community and marketplace.
2. All students can be successful language and culture learners, and they must
have access to language and culture study that is integrated into the entire school
experience; benefit from the development and maintenance of proficiency in more
than one language; learn in a variety of ways and settings; and acquire proficiency
at varied rates.
3. Language and culture education is part of the core curriculum, and it is tied to
program models that incorporate effective strategies, assessment procedures, and
technologies; reflects evolving standards at the national, state, and local levels;
and develops and enhances basic communication skills and critical thinking skills.
(p. 3)
The Framework is compatible with the concept of proficiency-oriented instruction
and assessment. The Appendix of the framework includes suggested teaching topics,
assessment tools, and resources for foreign language instructors.
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Certification Procedures for Mississippi Foreign Language Teachers
A survey conducted by Lucke (1998) found foreign language teacher shortages in
almost every state in the United States. These shortages have forced states to develop
different certification procedures for foreign language teachers in order to meet the
shortage. According to surveys returned by state foreign language specialists in 1997,
Lucke found that only 89% of the foreign language teachers in the United States were
certified. This was both through traditional or alternate route certification programs. Of
the remaining 11%, approximately one-half had emergency certification, and the other
half had no certification at all. Another study by Branaman and Rhodes (1998) found
that among foreign language teachers, 9% were certified in an area other than foreign
languages, and another 9% were certified in a different foreign language than the
language they taught. Mississippi reported a state-wide shortage of foreign language
teachers. Because of under-certified teachers in areas such as the Delta, the state has had
to face a teacher-quality gap (Education Week, 2003).
In Mississippi, the four classifications of certification accepted by the Mississippi
Department of Education include traditional certification, alternate certification,
emergency certification, and supplemental endorsement. Each of these varies in the
subject-area and pedagogical training of the teacher. In 2002, of the 507 certified public
school foreign language teachers in the state of Mississippi, 20% had obtained their
certification by an alternate route. Also, nearly 29% had a teaching degree in another
subject and had obtained a supplemental endorsement in a foreign language. There was
no information on the number of teachers who only held an emergency certificate in a
foreign language (Personal communication, Mississippi Department of Education, May,
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2002). Although there are several ways in which to obtain a teaching certificate in
foreign languages, critical shortages do still exist in the areas of science and foreign
languages (Education Week, 2003).
In order to obtain a traditional certification in a foreign language, a teacher
candidate must have completed the coursework necessary to obtain a Bachelor of
Arts/Science in Education in a foreign language from a recognized university program
(www.mde.k12.ms.us ). This type of degree would include 24-30 course hours in
language study, and 18-24 hours of education coursework depending upon the program.
Also, each of the state colleges and universities offering a foreign language education
degree has different requirements regarding foreign language methodology study
(www.bluemountain.edu , www.olemiss.edu , www.msstate.edu , www.usm.edu ).
Currently three paths towards alternate route certification exist in Mississippi.
They are the Master of Arts in Teaching, the Teach Mississippi Institute, and the
Mississippi Alternate Path to Quality Teachers. In order to obtain a provisional
certification in a foreign language through the Master of Arts in Teaching program, a
teacher candidate must hold a Bachelor’s degree from a recognized institution of higher
learning, pass the Praxis I and II tests and enroll in 6 graduate hours pre-teaching course
requirements. These courses are Tests and Measurements and Classroom Management.
In order to obtain an alternate route certification through the Teach Mississippi Institute,
a teacher candidate must hold a Bachelor’s degree from an accredited institution of
higher learning, pass the Praxis I and II, and complete an 8-week training session that is
the equivalent of nine graduate course hours. In order to obtain an alternate route
certification through the Mississippi Alternate Path to Quality Teachers (MAPQT), a
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teacher candidate must hold a Bachelor’s degree from a regionally accredited institution
of higher learning with an overall GPA of 2.0 if graduated more than 7 years, or an
overall GPA of 2.5 if less than 7 years, with a 2.75 GPA in the major area of
endorsement. He or she must also pass the Praxis I and II and complete a 3-week
MAPQT training program. The candidate then has 1 year to complete nine practicums.
These practicums are held monthly for a one-year period (www.mde.k12.ms.us).
In order to obtain a supplemental endorsement in a foreign language, the teacher
must be licensed in another subject area and have completed 18 hours of coursework in
the foreign language. In order to meet the No Child Left Behind provisions, this
requirement was increased from 18 to 21 hours of course work. Methodology courses
may not count towards this requirement (www.mde.k12.ms.us ).
With so many ways to become certified, teachers represent many educational
differences. Teachers with a traditional license are trained in both subject area and
pedagogy through coursework taken prior to becoming a teacher. Those who receive
certification through an alternate route program have the necessary training in the subject
area but have varying levels of experience in pedagogy, with much of this training
occurring after accepting employment. Teachers with supplemental endorsements have
the pedagogical training required but may fall short of the required subject area
knowledge in the area of foreign languages.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine how teachers teach, or more accurately,
to examine the instructional choices Mississippi’s foreign language teachers make in
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implementing the current curriculum. Furthermore, the study sought to determine if there
are instructional differences among teachers based upon formal education and
professional experiences that affect the types of activities teachers are using in their
classrooms that others are not. If differences do exist, then perhaps changes could be
made in either the educational preparation or professional development of foreign
language teachers that would allow them to better follow Mississippi’s mandated
curriculum and allow a smoother transition for students into university language
programs.

Specific Objectives
An instrument was designed to collect data on Mississippi foreign language
teachers’ education and professional experience, as well as how often they do certain
types of activities, as they relate to their implementation of the Mississippi Foreign
Language Curriculum Framework. The specific objectives are as follows:
1. To identify demographic data of Mississippi foreign language teachers (i.e.
numbers of university course hours in the foreign language, number of university
course hours in general education and foreign language methodology, years
experience teaching a foreign language, and continued participation in
professional development directly related to foreign language study and/or
education).
2. To determine how often Mississippi foreign language teachers use certain
types of activities in their implementation of the Mississippi Foreign Language
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Curriculum Framework (Mississippi Department of Education, 2000) in their
classrooms.
3. To determine if there is a relationship between the application of the
Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework (Mississippi Department
of Education, 2000) and the demographics of Mississippi foreign language
teachers.

Justification for the Study
If differences exist among foreign language teachers in how they implement the
Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework (Mississippi Department of
Education, 2000), this study could provide insight for the Mississippi Department of
Education as well as state university teacher education programs as to what education and
experience is most beneficial to foreign language teachers in the state. Adjustments
could be made to certification requirements and university programs that would ensure
that future foreign language teachers are better prepared to teach their subjects and
produce students who are prepared to enter the workforce or transition into university
foreign language programs.

Limitations
There are a limited number of foreign language teachers in the state of
Mississippi. Completion of the survey was voluntary; therefore, the sampling procedure
for this study was convenience sampling. Because the sampling procedure was not based

15
on random selection of participants, the sample may not adequately represent the
population.
The survey instrument used for this study is a new instrument created by the
researcher. There are issues of validity and reliability.
The independent variables used in this study may not accurately measure teacher
quality. Teacher quality was measured using the number of college-course hours
completed in a foreign language and in general education. These are common ways to
measure teacher quality, but they may not accurately depict teacher knowledge in these
areas.

Definitions
ACTFL Proficiency Guideline: guideline that contains descriptions of different levels of
language proficiency identified by the American Council for the Teaching of Foreign
Languages, based on the 5 levels originally defined by the US Foreign Service Institute.
The levels of the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines are proficiency-based, not
accomplishment-based. The levels are Novice, Intermediate, Advanced, Superior, and
Distinguished.
Novice level of proficiency: the participant is able to understand short, learned
utterances, especially where context strongly supports understanding.
Intermediate level of proficiency: the participant is able to understand sentencelength utterances, which consist of recombinations of learned utterances on a
variety of topics.
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Advanced level of proficiency: the participant is able to understand main ideas
and most details of connected discourse on a variety of topics beyond the
immediacy of the situation.
Superior level of proficiency: the participant is able to understand all speech in
the standard dialect, including technical discussions in a field of specialization;
can follow the essentials of extended discourse which is propositionally and
linguistically complex.
Distinguished level of proficiency: the participant is able to understand all forms
of speech pertinent to personal, social, and professional needs tailored to different
audiences.
Advanced-level courses: the fifth and sixth years of language instruction, such as French
or Spanish Language / Literature Advanced Placement courses.
Alternate Route Certification: certification that applies to graduates of a non-teacher
education program who have met the initial requirements of one of the following
programs: Mississippi Alternate Path to Quality Teachers (MAPQT), Master of Arts in
Teaching (MAT) or Teach Mississippi Institute (TMI).
Assessment: methods by which the teacher measures the success of the teaching process;
to evaluate if competencies have been reached.
Competencies: minimum standards which students will meet in order to successfully
complete a course.
Content standards: description of knowledge and abilities that all students should acquire
by the end their high school education.
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Elementary level courses: the first two years of study of a language in school, such as
French 1 and 2 or Spanish 1 and 2; in Mississippi, they typically refer to high school
language instruction.
Emergency Certification–certification that applies to graduates who have not yet met the
requirements of either Alternate Route Certification or Traditional Certification
Goal: overall aim of the education process in a certain discipline.
Highly-qualified teacher: a teacher who teaches a core academic subject, holds at least a
bachelor’s degree, and at least a Class A Educator’s License with an endorsement for
every core academic course the teacher teaches.
Intermediate level courses: the third and fourth years of study of a language, such as
French 3 and 4 or Spanish 3 and 4.
Master Teacher: in Mississippi, a teacher who is National Board Certified.
Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework: document created by the
Mississippi Department of Education consisting of state-required competencies,
suggested objectives and teaching strategies in foreign languages for grades 9-12.
National Standards for Foreign Language Learners: content standards for foreign
languages developed by a coalition of the American Council for the Teaching of Foreign
Languages, the American Association of Teachers of French, the American Association
of Teachers of German, and the American Association of Teachers of Spanish and
Portuguese. The Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework (2000) is based
on this document.
Objectives: the student’s actions in the learning process.
Standard: description of what students should know and be able to do.
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Supplemental Endorsement–certification that applies to graduates that currently hold a
valid Mississippi license and have earned a minimum of 21 semester hours in the
endorsed content area.
Target culture: the culture of the people that speak the foreign language being studied
Target language: the foreign language being studied.
Traditional Certification: certification that applies to graduates of a teacher education
program which included student teaching.

CHAPTER II
RELATED LITERATURE

The focus of the review of literature is divided into three categories: (1) teacher
quality and student achievement, (2) variables in teacher quality, and (3) current
recommendations for foreign language teacher education programs.

Teacher Quality and Student Achievement
The teacher has always been considered one of the most important parts of a
student’s education. Teachers are the principal resources of K-12 education. Although
curriculum is prescribed for students by the state, teachers are ones who are responsible
for its organization and implementation. They must determine the appropriateness of
instructional activities and effectively communicate the curriculum to their students
(O’Neill & Perez, 1994).
A review by Wayne and Youngs (2003), which spanned the years 1975 to 2002,
concluded that empirical research indicates that the achievement of school children
depends greatly upon the teachers they were assigned. They found that studies confirmed
that students learned more from teachers with certain characteristics (i.e. licensure,
subject area training, pedagogy, teaching experience, and continued professional
development. Teachers’ college ratings and tests scores have been shown to be positively
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related to student achievement. However, in the case of degrees, coursework, and
certification, the findings have been inconclusive.
Individual teachers have a measurable effect on student achievement. A study by
Wright, Horn and Sanders (1997) found that teachers affect student academic gain. The
study examined the relative magnitude of teachers, schools, class-size and other effects
on student achievement. They found that effective teachers appear to be the dominant
factor affecting student achievement.
Increased teacher quality has a positive effect on student achievement. A study by
Rockoff (2003) tried to estimate how much teachers affect the achievement of their
students. The researcher used a decade of student test scores and teacher assignment in
two New Jersey school districts. He also collected a variety of teacher variables to
estimate teacher fixed effects. The study showed that there was a statistically significant
difference among the student scores based on teacher assignment after controlling for
other student fixed and classroom-specific variables. Rockoff found that one standard
deviation increase in teacher quality raised the reading and math test scores of students by
.20 and .24 standard deviations respectively.
Well-qualified teachers can close the gap between high and low-achieving
students. According to Haycock (1998), studies out of Tennessee, Texas, Massachusetts,
and Alabama have found that the most significant factor that impacted student
achievement was the teacher. She found evidence that suggested that master teachers
raised the achievement of low-achieving students 53 percentile points compared to less
qualified teachers who raised students’ achievement scores by only 14 percentile points.
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Quality teachers can have as great an impact as family and peer influences on
student achievement. A study by Hanushek (2003) showed that high-quality teachers
cover more material than less qualified teachers. According to Hanushek, a quality
teacher is a teacher who consistently obtains higher than expected gains in student
achievement. Teachers who are at the top of the quality of distribution can gain one and a
half grade level equivalents while a poor teacher will get about one half for a single
academic year. She also found that over a 5-year period, good teachers can overcome the
achievement deficit of children of low-income families when measured against the
achievement of children of upper-income families.
Teachers may be more of an influence on student achievement than some student
factors such as socio-economic status (SES). Wenglinsky (2002) conducted a study to
explore the link between classroom practices and student academic performance using
multilevel modeling (MSEM) on the 1996 National Assessment of Educational Progress
in mathematics. He found that classroom practices had the greatest effect on student
achievement. He also found that the effect of the sum of the teacher variables (.98) was
greater than the effect size of SES (.83). He concluded that quality teachers can help
students grow regardless of their backgrounds.
Specific teaching techniques have an impact on student achievement. A study
conducted by Fidler (2002) examined the impact of the teacher on student achievement as
measured by the Stanford Achievement Test/ 9 reading, mathematics, and language
subtests. The analysis included various teacher variables (i.e. credentials, years
experience) and controlled for several student variables (i.e. language classification,
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grade-level, socio-economic status). Overall results suggested that teacher experience,
credentials, and certain classroom techniques improved student achievement.

Variables Contributing to Teacher Quality
The components of teacher quality have not been fully quantified. Teacher
effectiveness can be measured using a variety of variables. According to Goldhaber and
Anthony (2003b), teacher quality is a teacher’s quantifiable ability to produce growth in
student achievement. Among the most commonly used measures of teacher quality are
certification, teachers’ degree level, the pedagogical preparation of teachers, teachers’
years of experience, and teachers’ academic proficiency. However, there do not appear
to be any consistent or easily discernable traits associated with teacher effectiveness.

Teacher Licensure
Uncertified teachers have a negative impact on student achievement. DarlingHammond (2000) conducted a study using data gathered by the National Commission on
Teaching and America’s Future, the 1993-1994 Schools and Staffing surveys (SASS),
and the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in order to examine,
among other things, how teacher qualifications and student achievement are related
across states. She found negative correlations between the percentage of uncertified
teachers in the state and student achievement. States that have had to relax licensing
standards in order to fill teaching positions generally have overall lower student
achievement gains than states with more rigorous licensing procedures.
There has been much debate over the effectiveness of alternative teacher
certification programs as compared to traditional teacher certification programs.
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Proponents of alternate routes to teacher certification say that alternative routes to
teaching attract teachers who are more willing than traditionally trained teacher to work
in rural or poor urban districts. Alternate route teaching programs also attract more
diverse groups to teaching, especially men, older adults, minorities, and retired military
personnel (Laczko-Kerr & Berliner, 2003). Opponents caution that alternate route
teachers lack the pedagogical training needed to present the curriculum effectively and to
meet student needs as well as traditionally certified teachers. Alternate route teachers
have more problems with classroom management and organizing lessons. They are also
unable to use different teaching strategies that encourage higher-order learning (Berry,
2001).
There is little evidence to show that alternatively and traditionally-prepared
teachers affect student achievement differently. A study conducted by Miller, M.
McKenna, and B. McKenna (1998) compared teachers who had completed an alternative
certification program with other traditionally certified teachers. Observation showed that
alternative certification did not lead to inferior practice among the teachers evaluated.
Over a period of 3 years, the type of training the teachers received did not have a
statistically significant effect on the achievement of their students in math and reading.
Research shows that there is little difference between beginning traditionally
prepared teachers and beginning alternatively licensed teachers in regards to presentation
skills and other teacher behaviors. A study by Hawk (2002) examined 20 beginning
North Carolina teachers. Ten of the teachers received their certification through an
alternate route. Their classroom performance was assessed using the revised North
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Carolina Performance Appraisal Instrument. Results found no significant differences in
teaching behaviors between the two groups.
Certification status alone may not be an accurate measure of teacher quality.
Goldhaber and Anthony (2003b) have indicated that this is probably due to the fact that
the quality and content of teacher training programs vary greatly. Unfortunately there are
few studies which try to link how various types of education courses taken by teachers
affect student achievement. According to Wilson, Floden, and Ferrini-Mundy (2002), not
only is there a great deal of variation within traditional and alternative teacher training
programs, but in certification practices across states. This has also led to contradictory,
and sometimes biased research results.

Subject Matter Preparation
Several studies have examined the effect of subject matter preparation on teacher
effectiveness. Overall, the results are mixed, but research findings do indicate that
subject matter preparation has an overall effect in areas that required a higher level of
understanding on the part of the teacher (such as mathematics and science) (Goldhaber &
Anthony, 2003a).
Teachers with a high level of subject area preparation may be more important in
secondary science and mathematics courses. In 1995, Chaney surveyed 24,599 eighth
grade students and their teachers. The purpose of his study was to determine if student
achievement varied according to the educational level of the teacher. Overall, he found
no relationship. However, when the teachers were divided into groups according to
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subject taught, he found that student achievement in mathematics and science was higher
for students whose teachers had an advanced degree in math or science.
Other studies indicate that a high level of subject area training affect student
achievement in upper-level math and science courses. A study by Ferguson and Ladd
(1996) found that teachers with master’s degrees had a small positive effect on student
achievement in mathematics. In 1994, Monk and King surveyed teachers whose
educational backgrounds were in mathematics, life science, and physical science. The
subject matter preparation of math and physical science teachers produced a small
positive effect on student achievement. However, there was no significant effect
produced by the subject matter preparation of life science teachers.
There is some evidence that suggests that subject matter preparation also has an
effect on teachers in the area of foreign language education. Johnson (1994) surveyed
English Second Language (ESL) teachers concerning their past educational experiences
and course work, as well as their professional development experiences. He found that
“ESL teachers are more influenced by their past educational experiences than education
courses” (p. 449). This echoed the same conclusion put forth by Golombek (1998), which
stated that it was the practical knowledge that language teachers received as language
learners that served as the framework for making sense of their classroom practices as
language teachers.
Language teachers’ sense of teaching efficacy is related to their perceived
language ability. Chacón (2005) surveyed EFL teachers in Venezuela using the English
Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (ETSES). She found that there were high correlations
among EFL teachers’ sense of efficacy and self-reported English proficiency,
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pedagogical strategies, and demographic characteristics. The greater the teachers’
proficiency in English was, the greater their sense of teaching efficacy. The teachers that
rated themselves as having a high level of language proficiency in English also gave
themselves higher ratings in teaching competence. Also, those teachers who rated
themselves as poor English speakers thought they were not very effective at teaching
English.

Pedagogical Preparation
Another teacher variable, pedagogical preparation has been found to affect
student achievement. A study conducted by Darling-Hammond, Berry, and Thoreson
(2001) examined the scores of math and science students who had either fully certified
teachers or emergency certified teachers with a strong background in mathematics. The
researchers found evidence that the students of the fully certified teachers in mathematics
performed significantly better than those who were taught by teachers uncertified in
mathematics.
Research has shown that pedagogical preparation of secondary school teachers
has a significant effect on teaching performance. Ferguson and Womack (1993)
examined variables that may affect teaching performance using a 107-item Likertresponse instrument. Regression analysis attributed 16.5% of the variance to education
coursework. Subject content measures such as the major grade point average and the
national teachers’ exam specialty scores accounted for less than 4% of the variance in
teaching performance.
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Pedagogical training better prepares teachers to present the curriculum to
students. A study by Grossman (1990) found large differences in how secondary school
teachers prepared to teach based on pedagogical training. Those teachers without formal
teaching methodology courses tended to equate planning with the level of their own
knowledge, while teachers with formal educational training saw planning to be separate
from personal knowledge of subject matter. Another study by Ridley, Hurwitz, Hackett,
and Miller (2005) conducted a 2-year study comparing the lesson planning, teaching
effectiveness, reflectivity, and content retention of professional teaching knowledge for
teachers prepared at professional development school (PDS) and for other teachers.
Results indicated that PDS-prepared teachers scored significantly higher than the other
teachers on teaching effectiveness.
Teachers who have been prepared by traditional teacher preparation programs feel
that they are better prepared to teach students than teachers who were trained in alternate
route programs. A survey was conducted by Darling-Hammond, Chung, and Frelow
(2002) asking 3,000 beginning teachers how prepared they felt they were across several
dimensions of teaching, and a rating of their own teaching efficacy. Findings indicated
that there were differences among beginning teachers’ feelings of preparedness for
teaching based on the type of teacher training they had received. Teachers prepared in a
single, formal program felt better than those who entered through alternative programs
with minimum or no pre-service training. These feelings of preparedness by the teachers
surveyed were also found to be highly correlated to their sense of efficacy and confidence
in their abilities to achieve goals.
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Pedagogical training is becoming an important part of preparing foreign language
instructors at the university level. Often teaching assistants are employed at universities
to teach lower-level language courses while they pursue advanced degrees. Until
recently, no importance was given to the pedagogical training of these teachers. A study
by Moore and Bresslau (1996) investigated the effectiveness of training programs for
teaching assistants (TAs) at the University of Texas at Austin. A survey of 33 TAs was
conducted to ask them to comment on their training and their perceptions of the
characteristics important to effective teaching. Moore and Bresslau found that the
training did provide the necessary theoretical background and tools to effectively teach
their courses.
Training in methodology can change students’ beliefs about language learning
and language teaching. A study was conducted by Harrington and Hertel (2000),
investigating pre-service foreign language teachers’ preconceived ideas about language
learning and teaching. Participants were administered a survey at the beginning and at
the end of two foreign language methods courses at different universities. The students
had formed many theories about language learning and language teaching based on their
own experiences as students. Many of their beliefs changed significantly due to the ideas
presented and discussed in class. Many of these changes focused on student motivation,
innate language learning abilities and the inclusion of cultural material in language
classes.
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Teaching Experience and Continued Professional Development
Teaching experience and continued professional development has been found to
affect teacher effectiveness. Goldhaber and Anthony (2003a) found that 109 studies on
teaching experience have been done. Of that number, approximately one-half of these
suggested that experience had a statistically significant relationship to student
achievement. Upon review of these articles, the researchers concluded that teaching
experience had a positive effect, to a certain point. They suggested that for a typical
teacher, the first few years do make a difference, but this seems to “even out” after some
time.
Research has shown that teaching and professional development affect teacher
behaviors. Raymond (2000), who examined the experiences of six pre-service foreign
language teachers found that “despite a base of foreign language pedagogical content
knowledge, pre-service teachers need continued support in order to deepen their
understandings of how to implement their knowledge with specific groups of learners”
(p. 3). He found that pre-service teachers’ training breaks down under pressure or
conflict. Rather than applying the language-learning theories they had learned at the
university, the pre-service teachers began to rely on modeling the approaches of their
mentors. Raymond advocated a longer mentoring program with exposure to more than
one mentor teacher.
Continued professional development may lower teachers’ sense of alienation in
the workplace. Crookes (1997) found that foreign language teachers suffer from higher
attrition rates than teachers in other subject areas. The cause for this high attrition rate
was attributed to feelings of alienation among foreign language teachers. He
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hypothesized several reasons for these feelings of isolation. Some schools may have only
one foreign language teacher. Many schools do not provide adequate staff development
for foreign language teachers. Administrators do not understand the situation of foreign
language teachers, what or how they teach, and their need for mentors in their own
subject area. A study done by Hammadou-Sullivan (2004) also seemed to support this
idea. She sent out questionnaires to 34 principals and 27 foreign language department
heads to see if they differed in their views of what was important to foreign language
teachers. The study found that principals have very different views about important
skills, assessment, and professional development needs than the foreign language
department chairs. Principals were more interested in evidence of innovative teaching,
and communication with parents, whereas foreign language department chairs were more
interested in seeing evidence of second language proficiency among teachers.
There is a shortage of professional development opportunities specifically for
foreign language teachers. Since language is developmental, dynamic and interactive,
foreign language teachers have difficulty in maintaining their level of subject-area
knowledge. Teachers in other subject areas can acquire new facts about their subjects
and keep them in memory. Language teachers do not deal with “factual products”.
Language ability is a process of communication that can easily be lost without regular
practice. Professional development in subject area for foreign language teachers usually
entails time spent out of the country.
There are few opportunities for foreign language teachers to obtain languagespecific professional development in pedagogy or foreign language methodology.
According to a national survey of schools, only 28% reported that their teachers had
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received professional development training or instruction in foreign language
methodology (Branaman and Rhodes, 1998). One problem with professional
development and support found in the area of foreign languages was that most support
came from the foreign language associations rather than the state departments of
education or the individual school districts (Draper, 1989). Unfortunately, only 45% of
foreign language teachers in the United States belonged to a professional foreign
language teacher organization (Lucke, 1998).

Components of Foreign Language Teacher Preparation
The United States lags behind many other countries in the area of foreign
language teacher training. Arguably, one of the major reasons for this is the status of
language learning in the United States and other countries. In many countries foreign
language learning has been accorded the status of a core curriculum subject. Students
study second and even third languages (Pufahl, Rhodes, & Christian, 2000). Teaching a
foreign language is a prestigious endeavor that attracts the best and brightest teaching
candidates.
Many foreign countries have much more rigorous language teaching programs
than the United States. In Russia, in order to teach a foreign language, a teacher must
undergo intensive training that includes a good grounding in linguistics, psychology,
sociology, philosophy, theory of education, the literature of the target language, and
foreign language teaching methodology in conjunction with twenty hours of weekly
practice in language study. This is followed by three or four months of apprenticeship at
the university and the teaching of two foreign language classes under the supervision of a
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master teacher (Gettys, 2000). In Germany, teacher training consists of two stages which
is equivalent to a master’s degree with a double major in the United States. For language
majors, about half of the course work consists of academic subject matter, while the other
half focuses on courses in applied linguistics or didactics. The second stage of teacher
training is an eighteen-week internship, during which students are assigned to work under
the supervision of expert teachers while attending weekly seminars in pedagogy and
didactics. This stage ends when the teacher candidate passes an exit exam. In Finland,
most foreign language teachers hold a PhD. In the United Kingdom, almost all language
degree programs require a year spent studying or working abroad (Pufahl, Rhodes,
Christian, 2000).
Foreign language specialists have taken many of their ideas about American
foreign language teacher education programs from the successful teacher education
programs in other countries. In order to meet the needs of students in today’s global
economy and political scene, foreign language teacher education programs need to
include high levels of language proficiency, both general pedagogy and foreign language
specific teaching methodologies, along with a basic understanding of linguistics and
second language acquisition theory.
An effective foreign language teacher must be proficient in the language he or she
teaches. Tedick and Walker (1995) have suggested that second language education as
fundamentally different from other content areas. This was primarily because the subject
matter was not only the target of communication but also the means of communication.
Teachers must overcome the view of language as “object”. This causes teachers to teach
about language rather than teaching with language. Teachers, therefore, need to conduct
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their classes in the target language (Tedick, Walker, Lange, Paige, & Jorstad, 1995).
Teachers should be comfortable enough in the target language to use it to negotiate
meaning with students in a conversational manner. Teachers need to obtain an
“Advanced” level of proficiency based on the American Council on the Teaching of
Foreign Languages (ACTFL) Proficiency Guidelines. They must be able to read, write,
listen, and speak in the target language. Other position papers (Peyton, 1997; Schick &
Nelson, 2001) also have underlined the need for teachers with higher levels of language
proficiency in order to produce students with high levels of proficiency. University
foreign language departments need to gear language courses for language teachers, with
more emphasis on communication and an exit exam (Tedick & Walker, 1995).
Foreign language teachers need to be trained in the area of culture and
civilization. Foreign language teacher education programs should contain a strong liberal
arts background and some courses should be taught in the target language (Lafayette,
1995; Peyton, 1997). Teachers must be cognizant of the cultures associated with the
language they will teach. They should be able to help their students gain awareness of
themselves as cultural beings (Velez-Rendón, 2002). Accomplished teachers in foreign
languages know and understand the target cultures and target languages and know how
these are intimately linked with one another (National Board for Professional Teaching
Standards, 2001).
Foreign language teachers must have pedagogical training specific to foreign
languages. Second language teachers must develop competencies that relate specifically
to language teaching. Hammadou-Sullivan (2001) made a strong case for the inclusion of
foreign language pedagogy over general methodology courses in order to create an
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effective foreign language teacher. Generic teacher preparation programs have
inadequately trained foreign language teachers because foreign language methodology is
different from all other subject areas. Organizations such as the American Council on the
Teaching of Foreign Languages, the American Association of Teachers of French, the
American Association of Teachers of German, and the American Association of Teachers
of Spanish and Portuguese have all made statements in support of foreign language
methodology courses as opposed to generic pedagogy courses (Wing, 1995).
Many foreign language teachers do not receive training in foreign language
pedagogy. In the United States, pedagogy is still considered by many to be the least
important facet of teacher education programs (Gettys, 2000). In a survey of foreign
language teacher education programs, Hammadou and Bernhardt (1997) found that only
23% of all teacher preparation programs in the United States offer foreign language
methodology courses.
Foreign language teachers need to understand linguistics and second language
acquisition theory. Accomplished teachers need to know how students acquire
competence in another language. They need to be aware of the interrelationships of
language and culture and how language functions in a variety of settings outside of the
classroom. (National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, 2001). The ACTFL
provisional program guidelines for FL teacher education (American Council on the
Teaching of Foreign Languages, 1988) states that language teachers need to have
knowledge pertaining to the nature of language and the significance of language change
and variation which occur over time, space, and social class. They also need to know
about the theories of first and second language acquisition and learning, and need a
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strong understanding of the phonological, morphological, syntactical and lexical
components of the target language.

Summary
The review of literature has provided several questions. Research seems to
clearly point to the importance of the teacher in regards to student achievement. Highquality teachers are an important factor in raising student achievement. There are several
variables that contribute to high-quality teachers. The most commonly mentioned
variables are content area certification, education, pedagogical training, continued
professional development, and experience. The research is not as clear with regards to
these individual teacher characteristics. Some studies are inconclusive, or even
contradict other studies. The results of some studies seem to be limited by subject area.
This limitation, combined with a paucity of studies specifically addressing foreign
language instruction, creates a gap in the literature that this study will try to address.

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was (1) to identify demographic data of Mississippi
foreign language teachers such as numbers of university course hours in the foreign
language, number of university course hours in general education and foreign language
methodology, numbers of years of experience teaching a foreign language, and continued
participation in professional development directly related to foreign language study
and/or education; (2) to determine how often Mississippi foreign language teachers use
certain types of activities in their implementation of the Mississippi Foreign Language
Curriculum in their classrooms; and (3) to determine if there is a relationship between the
application of the Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework (Mississippi
Department of Education, 2000) and the demographics of Mississippi foreign language
teachers.

Research Design and Justification
This study was a survey design. A survey was administered obtaining
demographic information about Mississippi foreign language teachers and the frequency
of selected instructional choices they make in their classrooms. This approach was
chosen to measure teacher efficacy over student achievement scores. In Mississippi,
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foreign language courses are not currently required for all students. Some schools have
different policies regarding foreign language enrollment. It would be impossible to
sample a group that would be considered to be representative of the population of
Mississippi high school students.

Participants
The participants for this study were foreign language teachers employed in the
state of Mississippi during the 2005-2006 school year. A list of names, addresses, email addresses, and telephone numbers obtained from the Mississippi Department of
Education and the Mississippi Private School Association was used for the study.
For the purpose of validation of the instrument, an additional sample of foreign
language teachers was collected from teachers who subscribed to FLTEACH, a listserv
for foreign language teachers sponsored by the State University of New York at Cortland.
A request was posted on the listserv inviting anyone who was interested to participate in
the study.

Instrument
The Foreign Language Instructional Choices Survey (FLICS) was used for this
study. This survey was created by the researcher for this study. Foreign language
teachers were asked to rate how often they used certain activities in their classrooms.
Fifteen different types of activities, found in the Mississippi Foreign Language
Curriculum Framework (2000) were used in this study. These questions are as follows:
Q1. I conduct my classes in the target language.
Q2. I show films related to the target language/culture.
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Q3. I present authentic works of literature (i.e. entire works, excerpts, abridged
works, or simplified works) in class.
Q4. I explicitly discuss the relationships of words in a sentence.
Q5. Students do dialogues in the target language.
Q6. My classes observe holidays in the target culture whenever possible.
Q7. I present familiar stories (i.e. anecdotes, fairy tales, or jokes) in the target
language.
Q8. My students sing songs in the target language.
Q9. My students present information (i.e. skits, presentations, or reports) in the target
language.
Q10. I do activities where students can recognize differences between the phonetic
systems of the target language and native language.
Q11. I present examples of the fine arts (i.e. paintings, music, or dance) from the
target culture.
Q12. I have students use the target language to obtain information that is typically
studied in other subject areas (i.e. math problems, weather, geography, literature,
etc.).
Q13. My students play games using the target language or from the target culture..
Q14. I make comparisons between vocabulary and idiomatic expressions in English
and the target language.
Q15. My students ask/answer questions about a variety of topics (i.e. school, family,
hobbies, likes, dislikes, etc.).
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Teachers were asked to rate how often they use these activities using a Likert-type
scale of one to five. A score of one indicated that the teacher never used that activity. A
score of two indicated that the teacher rarely used that activity. A score of three indicated
that the teacher sometimes used that activity. A score of four indicated that the teacher
often used that activity. A score of five indicated that the teacher always used that
activity. The survey questions were reduced into four factors after questions of validity
and reliability were satisfied.
Demographic information was also taken concerning the teachers’ education and
professional backgrounds and experiences. The questions used for the demographic
section of the survey are as follows:
D1. What language(s) do you teach?
D2. In the language you teach, how many hours of college course work have you
completed?
D3. Are you a native speaker of the language you teach?
D4. How many hours of college course work have you completed specifically in
foreign language methodology and/or pedagogy?
D5. How many hours of college course work have you completed in general
education courses?
D6. How many years have you taught a foreign language?
D7. Are you an active member of any professional organizations specifically for
foreign language professions / educators?
D8. Have you completed any professional development workshops dealing with how
to implement the Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework (2000)?
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D9. Did you complete a period of student teaching or another type of mentoring
program under another foreign language teacher?
D10. In your opinion, and considering the above statements, what educational and/or
professional experience(s) have made the greatest impact on you as a foreign
language teacher?

Theoretical framework for reduction of survey questions into factors
The Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework (2000) is divided into
five strands or goals. These strands are Communication, cultures, Connections,
Comparisons, and Communities. The researcher decided to list activities that would
represent each of the five strands. Each of the activities is listed in the Mississippi
Foreign Language Curriculum Framework and can be backed up by further research in
the field. Many classroom activities can and quite often do fulfill more than one of the
five strands. A list of activities was carefully constructed to try to limit crossovers
whenever possible. Some types of activities were removed from consideration because
they were not completely identified with only one of the strands.

Communication
The first goal of the curriculum is to communicate in languages other than English.
Under this goal there are three competencies. Students should be able to engage in
conversations, understand and interpret written and spoken language, and to present
information on a variety of topics in the spoken language. Four questions were chosen to
represent the three modes of communication. They were: (1) Interpersonal, (2)
Interpretive, and (3) Presentational.
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The Interpersonal Mode involves active negotiation of meaning which can take place
during conversation or the exchange of ideas through personal letters or e-mail. It is both
productive and receptive. Second language acquisition theory believes that interpersonal
communication is the most important type of input a student can receive during the
language learning process (Klee, 1998). The Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum
Framework (2000) states that students should give and follow simple instructions in order
to participate in age-appropriate classroom and/or cultural activities. Therefore, two
questions were created for the FLICS survey. They are as follows:
1. My students do dialogues in the target language.
2. My students ask/answer questions about a variety of topics (i.e. school,
family, hobbies, likes, dislikes, etc.)
The Interpretive Mode of communication is receptive. Participants acquire
information through reading and listening to other people use the target language. An
effective way of providing students with adequate amounts of both written and spoken
language is to conduct the class in the language as often as possible, immersing students
in the target language (Lafayette, 1996). The Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum
Framework (2000) suggests that the teacher establish target-language-only rules for
classroom interaction. Therefore, the following question was added to the FLICS survey
instrument: I conduct my classes in the target language.
The Presentational Mode is a productive type of communication. This is a one-way
type of communication. Students use spoken or written language to convey information
to an audience (Klee, 1998). Examples often include the writing or reports or the
presentation of speeches. The Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework
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(2000) states that students should be able to prepare a narrative, dramatize short
anecdotes, present short plays and skits, and relate stories orally and in writing.
Therefore, the following question was created for the FLICS survey instrument: My
students present information (i.e. skits, presentations, and reports) in the target language.
The survey items included in the FLICS survey instrument relate more to spoken
language than to written language. The trend in foreign language instruction today is to
use authentic texts from the target culture whenever possible. Since the use of authentic
texts would have been very closely associated with the culture strand, the researcher
decided that the focus of the communication strand would be more on oral language
production, and that written texts would be included in the culture strand.

Culture
The second goal of the Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework (2000)
is that students gain knowledge and understanding of other cultures. This goal contains
two competencies which state that students should demonstrate an understanding of the
relationship between practices and perspectives of the cultures studied, as well as the
products and perspectives of the cultures studied. Culture is defined as the philosophical
perspectives, the behavioral practices and the products of a society. Figure 3.1 provides a
graphic representation of the interrelationship among cultural perspectives, practices, and
products.
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FIGURE 3.1: The Components of Culture.

Culture provides the context in which the language is learned. Culture represents
the factual knowledge that students need to know about other people and societies.
Culture has multiple meanings including the aesthetic sense (art, music, and literature),
and the sociological sense (families, relations, taboos, and customs) (Lafayette, 1996).
Lange (1998) similarly defines these components of culture as the belles-lettres or fine
arts perspective and the social sciences perspective of culture. The Mississippi Foreign
Language Curriculum Framework (2000) suggests that students should be exposed to the
aesthetic sense of culture in the form of different types of literature, various styles of
music, and the arts and crafts from the target cultures. Similarly, folk or fairy tales,
anecdotes, and jokes can provide students with many aspects of the sociological sense of
culture (Smith, 1998). Therefore, three survey items were chosen to represent culture.
They are as follows:
1. I present authentic works of literature (i.e. entire works, excerpts, abridged works,
or simplified works) in class.
2. I present familiar stories (i.e. anecdotes, fairy tales, and jokes) in the target
language.

44
3. I present examples of the fine arts (i.e. paintings, music, and dance) from the
target culture.
The items included for the culture strand of the Mississippi Foreign Language
Curriculum Framework (2000) were based on products of the target cultures. No items
including cultural practices were included under this strand. Some of the suggested
activities from the framework referred to singing songs, playing games, and celebrating
holidays. Although each of these types of activities is culturally based, they were closely
related to the Connections strand. The researcher decided to include those types of
activities there.

Connections
The third goal of the Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework
(2000) is for students to connect with other disciplines and acquire information. Students
are to use the language for a variety of purposes. Language is to become the tool that
students use to gain access to other knowledge, and develop interests that they might not
easily access without the knowledge of another language (Standards for Foreign
Language Learning in the 21st Century, 1999). The Mississippi Foreign Language
Curriculum Framework (2000) suggests that students should be able to connect with
other subjects they study in school. These should include mathematics, social studies,
and science. Students can also play authentic games, learn about holidays of other
countries, and use the Internet to access information of personal importance in the target
language or about the target culture. Therefore, five questions were created to represent
the Connections strand. They are as follows:
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1. I show films related to the target language /culture.
2. My classes observe holidays in the target culture whenever possible.
3.

My students sing songs in the target language.

4. I have students use the target language to obtain information that is typically
studied in other subject areas (i.e. math problems, weather, geography, literature,
etc.)
5. My students play games in the target language or from the target culture.
Several items suggested in the Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework
(2000) were not included in the survey. Some of these items included pen-pals, the use
of the Internet, and cooking foods. Although these are very good examples in how
students can connect with someone or something else using the language, they may not
be activities that some teachers can realistically have take place due to school district
policies and limited school facilities.

Comparisons
The fourth goal of the Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework
(2000) is that students develop insight into the nature of language and culture through
comparisons with their own. Students can benefit by discovering different patterns
among language systems and cultures. Students often come to the study of another
language with certain assumptions. Soon they discover categories that exist in other
languages that do not exist in their own. These experiences direct attention, and create an
awareness that enhances the ability not only to use the target language, but also to gain
insights into the strategies of their own language uses to communicate meaning
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(Standards for Foreign Language Learning in the 21 Century, 1999). Three survey
items were chosen to represent the comparisons strand of the curriculum. They are as
follows:
1. I explicitly discuss the relationships of words in a sentence.
2. I do activities where students can recognize differences between the phonetic
systems of the target language and native language.
3. I make comparisons between vocabulary and idiomatic expressions in English and
the target language.
No survey items that compared the target culture with the students’ native culture
were included in this strand. Many of the activities suggested by the Mississippi Foreign
Language Curriculum Framework (2000) were closely related to activities already
included in the culture and the connections strands of the framework.

Communities
The fifth goal of the Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework
(2000) is that students should participate in multilingual communities at home and around
the world. Upon inspection of the objectives and suggested teaching strategies, the
researcher decided not to include questions representing the Communities strand. The
competencies for Communities strand state that students should use the target language
both within and beyond the school setting and show evidence of becoming lifelong
learners by using the language for personal enjoyment and enrichment. Many of the
suggested objectives included field trips, school-to-work programs, clubs, participation in
community events, and travel. Since the availability of these types of activities differ
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from town to town, and are dictated more by the school district and community policies
than by individual teacher preferences, the researcher decided not to include those types
of survey items.

Data Collection
An on-line survey website was used to collect the data for this study. The survey
web site that was used to collect the data was Survey Monkey
(www.surveymonkey.com). This web site allows researchers to design surveys, collect
data, and analyze results for a monthly fee of $19.95. The data can be downloaded in
Excel or SPSS formats. Survey Monkey guarantees the security of the data and the
privacy of all participants.
Foreign language teachers who were a part of the on-line FLTEACH listserv were
first asked to participate in the survey. The researcher, who also subscribes to
FLTEACH, posted an on-line invitation to all foreign language teachers willing to
participate. The researcher explained the purpose of the study and provided a link in the
message to an on-line survey collection site. The initial invitation was given in May,
2004. A second solicitation was given in June, 2004. A sample of n = 207 participants
was retained for the present study.
Mississippi foreign language teachers were contacted by mail, e-mail, fax, and
telephone, asking them to participate in the study. Prospective participants were invited
to take an on-line survey. The first set of letters was mailed in December, 2005. Foreign
language department chairs were faxed an additional copy of the invitation in January,
2006. There was a low return rate (n < 50).
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In April, 2006, the researcher made a third solicitation using e-mail and telephone
calls to foreign language teachers at school. Some teachers, who were unable to take the
survey on-line, requested a print copy of the survey (n = 2). A copy of the survey was
printed and faxed to each participant, who in turn completed the survey, and faxed it back
to the researcher. During the telephone solicitation, some teachers asked to take the
survey over the telephone (n = 6). In these cases, copies of the survey were printed and
read over the phone and the participants were asked to verbally answer the questions, and
the researcher recorded their answers on paper. At a later time, the researcher entered the
data into the on-line version of the survey. The paper copies of the survey were then
destroyed.
It should be noted that through the use of the phone solicitation that the
anonymity of the researcher and the participants could not be strictly kept. The
researcher knew several of the participants both professionally and personally.
Pleasantries and small-talk took place both before and after soliciting the participants’
participation. Several teachers wanted to know about the study and/or the researcher (i.e.
projected graduation date, future career plans, current job situation, mutual friends, and
family health). In the case of one participant, there was a discussion of how to implement
one of the types of activities that she had never done before.
Informed consent was included in the on-line survey, as well as the print version
of the survey. Participants had to read the informed consent and either accepted or
declined the conditions of their participation before they could take the survey. (For
those participants taking the survey by telephone, informed consent was read to the
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participant and he or she accepted or declined verbally.) Participants were allowed to end
the survey at any time by choosing to exit the survey.
To help encourage participation in the study, a small incentive was given for those
that participated in the survey. Participants were asked to enter their name and contact
information after completing the survey. The information was kept in a separate file
from the data given in the survey. The researcher was not able to connect individual
names to responses to the survey. A drawing was held at the end of the data collection
process for two Wal-Mart gift cards of $50.00. The names and contact information of the
participants were printed on paper, cut up, and put in a bowl. The gift-cards were
awarded to the first two names drawn.

Data Analysis
The data was analyzed using a variety of descriptive and inferential statistical
procedures. The Statistical Program for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 12.0,
Microsoft Excel 2002, and LISREL 8.72 were used as the statistical programs for this
analysis.
For the first part of the data analysis, the two data samples were combined, giving
a sample of n = 323. Descriptive statistics were calculated for the 15 survey items and
demographic information. Assumptions were tested in SPSS for use of the data in a
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). A CFA was run using LISREL 8.72. The CFA
evaluated a 4-factor model. The model was evaluated using the Root Mean Square Error
of Approximation, the Standardized Root-Mean Square Residual, the Adjusted
Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI), the Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI), and the Comparative

50
Fit Index (CFI). Factor 1 was named Communication, and was comprised of survey
questions Q1, Q5, Q9, and Q15. Factor 2 was named Culture, and was comprised of
survey questions Q3, Q7, and Q11. Factor 3 was named Connections, and included
survey questions Q2, Q6, Q8, Q12, and Q13. Factor 4 was named Comparisons, and was
comprised of survey questions Q4, Q10, and Q14. After the survey items were reduced
to 4 factors, the reliability of the survey questions was tested using Cronbach’s α in
SPSS.
For the second part of the data analysis, the information regarding the
demographic makeup of Mississippi foreign language teachers was examined, using a
sample of n = 116. Frequencies and percentages were calculated for each question, and
answers for the open-ended questions were consulted.
For the third part of the data analysis, the results of the individual survey
questions and demographic information of Mississippi foreign language teachers was
examined, using a sample size of n = 116. Frequencies, percentages, means and standard
deviations were calculated for each survey item.
The fourth part of the data analysis tested the null hypothesis that there were no
statically significant differences among the means of the composite scores of the survey
items based upon the demographic information provided by the participants. The
independent variables for this study were teacher variables (hours in subject area, and
hours in pedagogy). The dependent variables for this study were the scores taken from
the survey, combined into 4 factors (Communication, Culture, Connections, and
Comparisons) established by the factor analysis. The data was then tested using a

51
factorial design (Type III SS) for Multi-variate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA). An
overall α = .05 was used.

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

The data analysis of this study was divided into four parts. First, survey questions
relating to the Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework (2000) were
examined to see if they could be reduced into factors relating to that curriculum. Second,
demographic information was collected about Mississippi foreign language teachers in
order to learn more about the education and professional experiences of these teachers.
Third, the information collected from the sample was examined in order to determine
how often Mississippi foreign language teachers did selected activities related to their
implementation of the Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework. Fourth,
the individual survey items were reduced into four factors and analyzed to determine if
differences among Mississippi foreign language teachers existed in how they implement
the Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum based on the demographic data obtained.

Validation of Foreign Language Instructional Choices Survey
The survey of Mississippi foreign language teachers (n = 116) was combined
with another survey of foreign language teachers participating in the FLTEACH listserv
(n = 256). Elementary teachers’ and university professors’ responses were deleted. This
left a sample of n = 207, which was added to the survey of Mississippi teachers to give a
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combined sample of n = 323 for the analysis. The means and standard deviations for the
survey are contained in Table 4.1.
TABLE 4.1: Means and Standard Deviations for FLICS Survey, n = 323
Survey Item

Mean

SD

Q1: class conducted in TL

3.81

0.920

Q2: show films in class

3.24

0.853

Q3: present literature in class

3.02

1.159

Q4: discuss grammar in class

4.10

0.817

Q5: students present dialogues in TL

3.74

0.899

Q6: observe holidays in TC

3.46

1.016

Q7: present stories, fairy tales, jokes in TL

3.03

0.996

Q8: sing songs in TL

3.06

1.105

Q9: students present information in TL

3.36

1.028

Q10: discuss phonetics in class

3.35

1.051

Q11: present fine arts in class

3.50

0.903

Q12: use TL to obtain information in other subj.

3.06

1.051

Q13: play games in TL

3.39

0.879

Q14: discuss vocabulary and idiomatic express.

4.16

0.770

Q15: students ask/answer questions in TL

4.07

0.880

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted in order to reduce the 15 survey
items into four factors. The four factors were taken from the American Council on the
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Teaching of Foreign Languages’ Standards for Foreign Language Learning: Preparing
for the 21st Century (1996). The four factors were named Communication, Culture,
Connections, and Comparisons. The Communication factor was comprised of four
survey questions: Q1 (conduct class in the target language), Q5 (student dialogues in the
target language), Q9 (student presentations in the target language), and Q15 (students
ask/answer questions in the target language). The Culture factor included three survey
questions: Q3 (literature), Q7 (stories), and Q11 (fine arts). The Connections factor was
made up of five questions. They were Q2 (films), Q6 (holidays), Q8 (songs), Q12 (other
subjects), and Q13 (games). The fourth factor, Comparisons, included three survey
questions: Q4 (grammar), Q10 (phonetics), and Q14 (vocabulary).
The data set was examined to see if the individual survey items would be suitable
for factor analysis. Tests for normality showed that the individual survey items were not
normally distributed (see Table 4.2). This does not disqualify the data for factor analysis.
Non-normal data is generally a concern because it diminishes the observed correlations in
the data set. A correlation matrix of the data showed that there were correlations between
the survey items greater than .30 (see Table 4.3). The overall significance of the
correlation matrix was tested with the Bartlett test of sphericity. The test yielded a score
of 947.03, p < .01. The KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy, which estimates how
perfectly each variable is predicted without error by the other variables, yielded a score of
.77. A score of .70 or higher is considered to be “middling” (Hair, Tatham, Anderson, &
Black, 1998). Therefore, the data set was deemed suitable for factor analysis.
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TABLE 4.2: Test of normality for 15 survey items, n = 323
Kolmogorov-Smirnov
Statistic

df

p

Q1

.256

323

.000

Q2

.256

323

.000

Q3

.173

323

.000

Q4

.229

323

.000

Q5

.273

323

.000

Q6

.224

323

.000

Q7

.224

323

.000

Q8

.189

323

.000

Q9

.192

323

.000

Q10

.94

323

.000

Q11

.219

323

.000

Q12

.196

323

.000

Q13

.227

323

.000

Q14

.255

323

.000

Q15

.279

323

.000
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The statistical program used to conduct the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
was LISREL 8.72. The extraction method used was Maximum Likelihood. There is no
single test to conclusively evaluate a factor model, so the model was evaluated with
several goodness-of-fit tests. There are three types of goodness-of-fit tests: (a) absolute
fit measures, and (b) incremental fit indexes. A chi-square goodness-of-fit test was not
consulted. A chi-square test is not always appropriate with a sample size of more than
200. Also the chi-square test is sensitive to departures of normality (Hair et al., 1998).
Therefore, the tests used to evaluate the model were the Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI),
The Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI), the Root
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and the Standardized Root Mean
Square Residual. A summary of these scores appears in Table 4.3
The Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) yielded a score of 0.89. The NNFI is an
incremental fit measure; it combines a measure of parsimony into a comparative index
between the proposed and null models, resulting in values ranging from 0 to 1.0. The
recommended value of the NNFI is .90 or greater (PA 765: Structural Equation
Modeling, 2005).
The Comparative Fit Index (CFI), also known as the Bentler Comparative Fit
Index, yielded a score of 0.91. The Comparative Fit Index is an incremental fit measure.
It compares the estimated model and a null model, which assumes the latent variables in
the model are uncorrelated. CFI values lie between 0 and 1.0. Larger values indicate
higher levels of goodness-of-fit (Hair et al, 1998).
The Adjusted Goodness-of-fit Index (AGFI) yielded a score of 0.88. The AGFI is
another incremental fit measure. It is a non-statistical measure ranging in value from 0
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(poor fit) to 1.0 (perfect fit). The AGFI represents the overall degree of fit (the squared
residuals from prediction compared with the actual data, adjusted for the degrees of
freedom. A AGFI score should also be at least 0.90 (PA 765: Structural Equation
Modeling, 2005).
The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) yielded a score of
0. 069. RMSEA is an absolute fit measure that examines the square root of the mean of
the squared residuals. Values ranging from 0.05 to 0.08 are deemed acceptable (Hair et
al., 1998).
The Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) yielded a value of 0.068.
SRMR is the average difference between the predicted and observed variance and
covariances in the model, based on the standardized residuals. The smaller the SRMR
score, the better the model fit. (PA 765: Structural Equation Modeling, 2005).
The tests of goodness-of-fit indicated a marginal fit for the proposed model.
Upon inspection of the standardized residuals, some post hoc adjustments were made to
the model. The errors of Q7 and Q11, Q8 and Q11, and Q4 and Q14 were allowed to
correlate. These survey items were highly correlated with one another and their
relationship was theoretically based. Survey questions Q4 (grammar) and Q14
(vocabulary) both loaded into the Comparisons factor. Grammar and vocabulary are the
two basic component of any language study. Survey questions Q7 (stories) and Q11 (fine
arts) both loaded into the Culture factor. Finally, the error terms of survey questions Q8
(songs) and Q11 (fine arts) were allowed to correlate. Although these items loaded into
different factors (Connections and Culture, respectively), it is not unreasonable to assume
that songs and the fine arts are closely related to one another. Ballet, dance, musicals,
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operas, and plays are considered to be a part of the fine arts, but they all have a
connection with music and songs.
After the adjustments were made, the model was then re-examined. The
adjustments improved the index scores and the data proved to be a good fit. The general
threshold for incremental fit measures is 0.90. The NNFI score increased from 0.89 to
0.92, the CFI score was raised from 0.91 to 0.94, and the AGFI increased from 0.88 to
0.91. For the absolute fit measures, there are no established threshold values, but the
lower the score, the better the fit. The RMSEA of the original model was 0069, but the
adjusted model revealed a score of 0.056. The original SRMS score of 0.068 dropped to
0.057 in the adjusted model. The path diagram shows the relationships between the
individual survey questions and the factors, as well as the relationship between the factors
(see Figure 4.1). A correlation matrix of the factors showed that the factors were not
independent. The factors Communication, Culture, and Connections were all found to
have correlations with one another greater than 0.30. The factor Comparisons did not
greatly correlate to any of the other factors (see Table 4.4). The survey questions that
loaded into the Comparisons factor (Q4, Q10, and Q14) all deal with teacher-centered,
cognitive instruction. The other survey items all dealt with activities more closely
associated with the communicative, proficiency-based language instruction methodology.
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TABLE 4.4: Summary of CFA tests with Interpretation, n = 323
Original Model
Test

Adjusted Model

Value Interpretation Value Interpretation

Non-Normed Fit Index

0.89

Bad

0.92

Good

Comparative Fit Index

0.91

Good

0.94

Good

Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index

0.88

Bad

0.91

Good

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation

0.069

Good

0.056

Good

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual

0.068

Good

0.057

Good

TABLE 4.5: Correlation matrix of the Factors, n = 323
Communication
Communication

Culture

Connections

Comparisons

--

Culture

0.48

--

Connections

0.69

0.39

--

Comparisons

0.29

0.15

0.26

--
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FIGURE 4.1: Path diagram of Adjusted Model.
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Internal Reliability of the Survey
The reliability coefficients were calculated for the four factors. Cronbach’s Alpha
was used as the test statistic. Cronbach’s Alpha is measured on a scale of 0 to 1. The
closer the alpha is to 1.0, the greater the internal consistency of the items in the
instrument. For the factors Communication, Culture, Connections and Comparisons, the
test yielded scores of α = .67, α = .65, α = .63 and α = .64 (See Table 4.6). There is no
set interpretation as to what is an acceptable alpha value, and alpha tends to increase as
the number of variables increase. Generally speaking, an alpha less than α = .50 is
considered unacceptable, and a score of α = .80 or higher is good (George & Mallery,
2003). Therefore, the reliability of the composite factors was deemed acceptable for this
study.

TABLE 4.6: Internal Reliability of the Survey, n = 323
Factor

Cronbach’s Alpha

Communication

0.67

Culture

0.65

Connections

0.63

Comparisons

0.64
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Demographics of Participants
Participants for this study were Mississippi foreign language teachers. For the
2005-2006 school year Mississippi public schools employed 439 foreign language
teachers (personal communication, Mississippi Department of Education, January 2006).
There was no information on how many foreign language teachers were employed by the
Mississippi Private School Association for the 2005-2006 school year. All Mississippi
foreign language teachers were invited to participate in this study. A sample of n = 121
was returned, representing less than a 28% return rate. The surveys were examined and
all incomplete surveys were deleted. A sample of n = 116 was retained for analysis. A
summary of the demographic information obtained from this study is presented in Table
4.7.
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TABLE 4.7: Demographic information of MS Foreign Language Teachers, n = 116
Category

f

%

French

24

21

Spanish

93

79

German, Latin, Other

13

10

Minor (0-21 hours)

33

28

Major (22-30 hours)

28

24

Graduate (31 + hours)

55

47

Minimum certification (0-9 hours)

15

13

Major (10-18 hours)

28

24

Graduate (19+ hours)

73

63

Yes

33

28

No

83

72

0-7 years

48

42

8-15 years

35

30

16+ years

32

28

Yes

46

40

No

69

60

Yes

44

38

No

72

62

Yes

12

10

No

114

90

Language taught *

Foreign Language College Hours

Education College Hours

Foreign Language Methodology Course

Years Teaching Experience**

Member of a Prof. Foreign Lang. Assoc. **

Professional Training for MS FL Curriculum

Native Speaker

* Some teachers taught more than one language, n = 130
** One survey was returned blank for these questions, n = 115

65
The survey indicated that the majority of Mississippi foreign language teachers
surveyed are adequately educated in their subject area to teach their courses. Of the
foreign language teachers sampled, 33 teachers reported that they had completed 0-21
hours of foreign language study, the equivalent of a minor. Another 28 teachers reported
that they had completed 22-30 hours of university foreign language course hours, the
equivalent of a major for a bachelor of education degree. The remaining 55 teachers
reported that they had completed 31 or more hours of university course work in foreign
languages, which would be consistent with someone having a bachelor’s degree or
greater in the target language.
The survey also indicated that the majority of Mississippi foreign language
teachers surveyed have been adequately trained in general education. Of the teachers
surveyed, 15 teachers reported that they had 0-9 hours of coursework in general
education, representing the minimum requirements for certification. Twenty-eight
teachers (n = 28) reported that they had completed 10-18 hours of general education,
representing the equivalent of hours needed to complete a bachelor of education degree.
The remaining 73 reported that they had completed more than 19 hours of general
education courses, indicating that they had had education courses beyond the minimum
requirements for graduation.
The majority of Mississippi foreign language teachers have not received college
training in foreign language methodology. When asked if they had completed any
courses in specifically foreign language methodology, 33 teachers answered yes. That
number represented only 28% of the teachers surveyed. The remaining (n = 83) teachers
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indicated that they had not received any university training in foreign language
methodology.
Mississippi foreign language teachers vary in their years of experience. Fortyeight (n = 48) teachers said that they had been teaching 0-7 years. Another 35 teachers
reported that they had been teaching 8-15 years. The remaining 32 teachers indicated
that they had been teaching a foreign language for 16 or more years.
The majority of Mississippi foreign language teachers surveyed indicated that
they were not members of any professional organizations for foreign language
professionals. Forty-six teachers (n = 46) reported that they were members of at least
one professional organization for foreign language educators. That only represented 40%
of the teachers surveyed. The remaining 69 teachers reported that they were not
members of any professional organizations for foreign language educators.
The majority of the foreign language teachers surveyed reported that they had
received no professional training regarding the implementation of the Mississippi Foreign
Language Curriculum Framework (2000). Of the teachers surveyed, 44 teachers
indicated that had completed workshops in order to better understand and implement the
state-mandated curriculum. That number only represents 38% of the teachers surveyed.
The remaining 72 teachers indicated that they had never received training for the
implementation of the curriculum framework.
Survey Responses of MS Foreign Language Teachers
The participants in this study were asked to rate how often they did certain
activities in their classroom associated with the Mississippi Foreign Language
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Curriculum Framework (2000). Foreign language teachers were asked to self-rate how
often they did 15 types of activities. Their choices were Never (1), Rarely (2),
Sometimes (3), Often (4), and Always (5).
Communication
There were four survey questions that focused on Communication. Question one
(Q1) asked teachers how often they conducted their classes in the target language.
Question five (Q5) asked how often students did dialogues in the target language.
Question nine (Q9) asked how often students presented information in the target
language. Question fifteen (Q15) asked how often students asked and/or answered
questions about a variety of topics in the target language. Table 4.8 contains a summary
of the frequencies and percentages of the four individual survey items representing the
Communication focus.

TABLE 4.8: Descriptive statistics for Communication Focus, n = 116
Classroom Activity

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

M

SD

f

%

f

%

f

%

f

%

f

%

Class in TL

3

2.6

15

12.9

41

35.3

50

43.1

7

6.0

3.37

.880

St. Dialogues

1

0.9

9

7.8

25

21.6

64

55.2

17

14.7

3.75

.833

St. Presentations

7

6.0

19

16.4

45

38.8

32

27.6

13

11.2

3.22

1.045

Questions in TL

2

1.7

1

0.9

14

12.1

63

54.3

36

31.0

4.12

.782

The first question asked how often the teacher conducted his or her class in the
target language. Three teachers (n = 3) reported that they never conduct their classes in
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the target language. Fifteen teachers (n =15) reported that they rarely conducted class in
the target language. Forty-one teachers (n = 41) reported they sometimes conducted their
classes in the target language. Fifty (n = 50) teachers reported they often conducted their
classes in the target language. Seven teachers (n = 7) reported they always conducted
their classes in the target language. The largest percentage of teachers (43%) reported
that they often conducted their classes in the target language.
The second question asked how often students did dialogues in the target
language. One teacher (n = 1) reported that her students never did dialogues. Nine
teachers (n = 9) reported their students rarely did dialogues. Twenty-five teachers (n =
25) reported their students did dialogues sometimes in class. Sixty-four teachers (n = 64)
reported their students often did dialogues in class. Seventeen teachers (n = 17) reported
that their students always did dialogues in class. A majority of teachers surveyed (55%)
reported that they often had students do dialogues in class.
The third question asked how often students did presentations in class. Seven
teachers (n = 7) reported that they never had student do student presentations. Nineteen
teachers (n = 19) reported that their students rarely did presentations in class. Forty-five
teachers (n =45) indicated that their students sometimes did presentations in class.
Thirty-two (n = 32) reported often, and 13 reported always. The largest percentage of
teachers (39%) reported that their students sometimes did presentations in class.
The fourth question asked how often students ask and/or answer questions in the
target language. Two teachers (n = 2) reported that their students never asked and/or
answered questions in class. One teacher (n = 1) reported that she rarely had students ask
and/or answer questions in the target language. Fourteen teachers (n =14) said their
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students sometimes asked and/or answered questions in the target language. Sixty-three
teachers (n = 63) reported that their students often asked and/or answered questions in the
target language. Thirty-six teachers (n =36) said that they always had their students do
activities where they ask and/or answer questions in the target language. A majority of
the teachers surveyed (54%) indicated that they often had students ask and/or answer
questions in the target language.
Culture
Three survey questions were used to represent the Culture focus. Question three
(Q3) asked teachers how often they presented examples of authentic works of literature
from the target culture. Question seven (Q7) asked how often teachers presented familiar
stories in the target language. Question eleven (Q11) asked how often teachers presented
examples of the fine arts from the target culture. A summary of the frequencies and
percentages of the three individual survey items representing the Culture focus is found
in Table 4.9.
TABLE 4.9: Descriptive Statistics for Culture Focus, n = 116
Classroom Activity

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

M

SD

f

%

f

%

f

%

f

%

f

%

Literature

9

7.8

31

26.7

41

35.3

24

20.7

11

9.5

2.97

1.083

Stories

8

6.9

35

30.2

48

41.4

19

16.4

6

5.2

2.83

.963

Fine Arts

4

3.4

16

13.8

52

44.8

36

31.0

8

6.9

3.24

.900

The first question asked how often teachers presented authentic works of
literature from the target cultures in their class. Nine teachers (n = 9) reported that they
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never presented literature in class. Thirty-one teachers (n = 31) said they rarely
presented literature in class. Forty-one teachers (n = 41) reported that they sometimes
presented literature in class. Twenty-four teachers (n = 24) indicated that they often
presented literature in class. Eleven teachers (n = 11) stated that they always presented
authentic works of literature from the target culture. The largest percentage of teachers
(35%) reported that they presented works of literature in class sometimes.
The second question asked teachers how often teachers presented short stories,
anecdotes, or jokes in class. Eight teachers (n = 8) said they never did this type of
activity in class. Thirty-five teachers (n = 35) reported that they rarely presented familiar
stories in class. Forty-eight teachers (n = 48) said they sometimes presented familiar
stories in class. Nineteen teachers (n = 19) reported they often presented stories in class.
Six teachers (n = 6) reported that they always presented familiar stories to their students.
The highest percentage of teachers (41%) reported that they presented short stories,
anecdotes, or jokes in the target language sometimes.
The third question asked teachers how often they presented examples of the fine
arts from the target culture in their classes. Four teachers (n = 4) reported they never did
this type of activity. Sixteen teachers (n =16) reported they rarely presented the fine arts
in class. Fifty-two teachers (n = 52) reported that they sometimes presented examples of
the fine arts to their students. Thirty-six teachers (n = 36) reported that they often
presented the fine arts in their classes. Eight teachers (n = 8) said that they always
presented examples of the fine arts in their classes. The highest percentage of teachers
(45%) reported that they presented examples of the fine arts sometimes in the classes.
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Connections
The third factor, Connections, contained five survey items. Question two (Q2)
asked how often teachers showed films related to the target language and/or culture in
their classes. Question six (Q6) asked how often students celebrated holidays from the
target culture. Question eight (Q8) asked teachers to rate how often their classes sang
songs in the target language. Question twelve (Q12) asked teacher to estimate how often
their students used the target language to obtain information that is typically studied in
other subject areas. Question thirteen (Q13) asked teachers to relate how often their
students played games using the target language. A summary of the descriptive statistics
for the individual survey items representing the Connections focus appear in Table 4.10.
TABLE 4.10: Descriptive Statistics for Connections Focus, n = 116
Classroom Activity

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

M

SD

f

%

f

%

f

%

f

%

f

%

Films

3

2.6

18

15.5

49

42.2

34

29.3

12

10.3

3.29

.942

Holidays

2

1.7

7

6.0

44

37.9

34

29.3

29

25.0

3.70

.971

Songs

11

9.5

26

22.4

39

33.6

30

25.9

10

8.6

3.02

1.103

Other Subjects

6

5.2

16

13.8

43

37.1

35

30.2

16

13.8

3.34

1.046

Games

3

2.6

10

8.6

48

41.4

44

37.9

11

9.5

3.43

.877

The first question asked teachers how often they showed films in the target
language or about the target culture in their classes. Three teachers (n = 3) said they
never showed films in class. Eighteen teachers (n = 18) reported they rarely showed films
in class. Forty-nine teachers (n = 49) indicated that they sometimes showed films to their
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students. Thirty-four teachers (n = 34) reported they often showed films in class. Twelve
teachers (n = 12) said they always showed films in class. The largest percentage of
teachers (42%) indicated that they showed films in their class sometimes.
The second question asked how often teachers’ students celebrated holidays from
the target cultures. Two teachers (n = 2) reported that they never celebrated holidays
from the target cultures in their classes. Seven teachers (n = 7) said their classes rarely
celebrated holidays. Forty-four (n = 44) reported that their students sometimes celebrated
holidays from the target culture. Thirty-four (n = 34) reported that their students often
celebrated holidays from the target culture in class. Twenty-nine (n = 29) indicated that
they always celebrated holidays from the target culture in class with their students. The
highest percentage of teachers (38%) said that their classes celebrated holidays from the
target cultures sometimes.
The third question asked how often teachers’ students sang songs in the target
language. Eleven (n = 11) teachers reported that they never had their students sing songs
in the target language. Twenty-six teachers (n = 26) reported that they rarely had
students sing songs in the target language. Thirty-nine teachers (n = 39) reported that
they sometimes had students sing songs in the target language. Thirty teachers (n = 30)
reported that they often had students sing songs in the target language. Ten teachers (n =
10) reported that they always had their students sing songs in the target language. The
largest percentage of teachers (34%) reported that they sometimes had their students sing
songs in the target language.
The fourth question asked how often teachers’ students used the target language
to obtain information that is typically studied in other subject areas. Six teachers (n = 6)
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reported that they never did this type of activity. Sixteen teachers (n = 16) reported that
their students rarely used the target language to obtain information in other subject areas.
Forty-three teachers (n = 43) reported that they sometimes had students obtain
information in other subject areas using the target language. Thirty-five teachers (n = 35)
indicated that they often had students use the target language to obtain information
generally studied in other subject areas. Sixteen teachers (n = 16) reported that they
always did activities where students could use the target language to obtain information
that is typically studied in other subject areas. The highest percentage of teachers (37%)
reported that they sometimes did these types of activities.
The fifth question asked teachers to rate how often their students played games in
the target language. Three teachers (n = 3) reported that they never had their students
play games in the target language. Ten teachers (n = 10) reported that their students
rarely played games in the target language. Forty-eight teachers (n = 48) indicated that
their students sometimes played games in the target language. Forty-four teachers (n =
44) reported that their students often played games using the target language. Eleven
teachers (n = 11) reported that they always had their students play games in the target
language. The largest percentage of foreign language teachers (41%) indicated that their
classes sometimes played games in the target language.
Comparisons
The fourth factor, Comparisons, contained three survey items. Question four (Q4)
asked teachers to rate how often they did activities where they explicitly discussed the
relationships of words in a sentence. Question ten (Q10) asked how often the teachers’
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students did activities to recognize the differences between the phonetic systems of the
target language and the native language. Question fourteen (Q14) asked teachers to rate
how often they made comparisons between vocabulary and idiomatic expressions in
English and the target language. A summary of the frequencies and percentages of the
individual survey items representing the Comparisons focus appear in Table 4.11.

TABLE 4.11: Descriptive Statistics for Comparisons Focus, n = 116
Classroom Activity

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

M

SD

f

%

f

%

f

%

f

%

f

%

Grammar

0

0

1

0.9

11

9.5

47

40.5

57

49.1

4.38

.694

Phonetics

5

4.3

9

7.8

38

32.8

45

38.8

19

16.4

3.56

.999

Vocabulary

1

0.9

1

0.9

18

15.5

54

46.6

42

38.2

4.16

.780

The first survey item asked teachers how often they did grammar activities in
their classes. No teachers (n = 0) reported that they never did grammar activities. One
teacher (n = 1) said she rarely did grammar activities in her class. Eleven teachers (n =
11) reported that they sometimes did grammar activities. Forty-seven teachers (n = 47)
said they often did grammar activities. Fifty-seven teachers (n = 57) said they always did
grammar activities in their classes. The majority of teachers surveyed (57%) indicated
that they always did grammar activities in class.
The second question asked how often teachers did phonetics activities with their
students. Five teachers ( n = 5) said they never did phonetics with their students. Nine
teachers (n = 9) reported that they rarely did phonetics. Thirty-eight teachers (n = 38)
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indicated that they sometimes did phonetics with their students. Forty-five teachers (n =
45) said they often did phonetics activities with their students. Nineteen teachers (n = 19)
reported that they always did phonetics activities in their classes. The largest percentage
of teachers (39%) said that they did phonetics activities in class sometimes.
The third question asked how often teachers did activities with their students to
help them compare vocabulary and idiomatic expression in English and the target
language. One teacher (n = 1) reported that she never did activities involving the
comparison of vocabulary and idiomatic expressions in her class. One teacher (n = 1)
reported that she rarely did this type of activity in her classes. Eighteen teachers (n = 18)
said they sometimes did activities to compare vocabulary and idiomatic expressions.
Fifty-four teachers (n = 54) said they often did activities with their students that
compared vocabulary and idiomatic expressions between English and the target language.
Forty-two teachers (n = 42) said they always did this type of activity with their students.
The largest percentage of teachers (47%) reported that they often did activities in their
classes to compare the vocabulary and idiomatic expressions between English and the
target language.
Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA)
The data was then analyzed to see if there were differences in how often teachers
did certain activities from the Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework
(2000) based on demographic information supplied by the survey participants. The
sample of Mississippi foreign language teachers was analyzed using a Multivariate
Analysis of Variance (MANOVA). A MANOVA was chosen as the test for data analysis
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because (1) there were 4 dependent variables, and (2) the independent variables are
categorical. The null hypothesis for this analysis stated that there were no statistically
significant differences among the means of the factor scores based upon independent
variables. The independent variables were hours of foreign language (FL) college course
work completed, divided into 3 levels, and hours of education (ED) college course work
completed, divided into 2 levels. Two levels of education were chosen over three
because of the overall sample size (n = 116), and cross-tabulations indicated that a FL
Major with an ED Minor was underrepresented. The cross-tabulation of the independent
variables appears in Table 4.12. The dependent variables were the 4 factors
Communication, Culture, Connections, and Comparisons, taken from the FLICS survey.
The means and standard deviations of the factors are found in Table 4.13.

TABLE 4.12: Cross Tabulations of Independent variables, n = 116
Education Course Hours

Foreign Language Course Hours

Totals

Minor

Major

Grad

(0-18 hrs)

(19-30 hrs)

(31+ hrs)

Undergrad (0-18 hrs)

12

7

23

42

Grad (19+ hrs)

18

21

35

74

Total

30

28

58

116
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TABLE 4.13: Descriptive Statistics for Dependent Variables, n = 116
Name

Mean

SD

Communication

14.46

2.375

Culture

8.97

2.210

Connections

16.78

2.949

Comparisons

12.09

1.841

Before running a MANOVA, the data had to be checked to see if all assumptions
for using a MANOVA were met. The normality of the 4 factors was checked using the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. The test showed that the individual factors were not normally
distributed (See Table 4.14). However, inspection of histograms seemed to indicate a
normal distribution pattern (See Figure 4.2). Box’s M was calculated and rendered a
score of 61.860, p = .342, indicating that the covariance matrices for the dependent
variables were not significantly different. Levine’s Test of Equality of Error Variances
was used to examine the assumption that the variance of each dependent variable was the
same as the variance of all other dependent variables. The test indicated that the variance
of each dependent variable was not statistically different from the other dependent
variables (See Table 4.15). A multiple linear regression of the factors was run and the
tolerance values were examined. No tolerance values fell below the threshold of .10 (See
Table 4.16). Therefore, it was concluded that the data was appropriate for analysis using
a MANOVA.
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TABLE 4.14. Test of Normality for 4 Factors, n = 116
Kolmogorov-Smirnov
Statistic

df

p

Communication

.101

116

.005

Culture

.134

116

.000

Connections

.122

116

.000

Comparisons

.145

116

.000

TABLE 4.15: Levine’s Test of Equality of Error Variance, n = 116
F

df 1

df 2

p

Communication

.991

5

110

.427

Culture

1.429

5

110

.219

Connections

.702

5

110

.623

Comparisons

.808

5

110

.546

TABLE 4.16: Collinearity statistics for 4 factors, n = 116
Model

Tolerance

VIF

Connections

.732

1.367

Culture

.715

1.398

Comparisons

.964

1.037

a. Dependent variable: Communication
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FIGURE 4.2: Histograms of the 4 Factors, n = 116

A factorial design was used for the MANOVA. Because the cells of the
independent variables were uneven, the type III Sums of Squares was employed, which is
a simultaneous regression solution. The MANOVA was analyzed using Pillai’s Trace.
Pillai’s Trace is considered more robust a test if there are unequal cell sizes (Hair,
Tatham, Anderson, & Black 1998). The results of the overall test appear in Table 4.17.
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The null hypothesis was not rejected. There was no statistically significant evidence that
foreign language course work had an effect on the 4 factors, F.05 (8, 216) = 1.381, p =
.206, η2 = .049. There was no statistically significant evidence that general education
course work had an effect on the 4 factors, F.05 (4, 107) = .252, p = .908, η2 = .103.
There was no statistically significant evidence that an interaction between foreign
language course work and general education course work had an effect on the 4 factors
F.05 (8, 216) = .1214, p = .292, η2 = .043.

TABLE 4.17: Multivariate Tests, Type III SS, Pillai’s Trace, n = 116
Value

F

df 1

df 2

p

Partial η2

Power

FL

.097

1.381

8

216

.206

.049

.622

ED

.009

.252

4

107

.908

.009

.103

FL*ED

.086

.1214

8

216

.292

.043

.554

Source

Follow-up univariate tests and post hoc tests did not reveal any statistically
significant relationships, except for the overall effect of foreign language study on the
Culture factor, F.05 (2, 110) = 3.714, p = .027, η2 = .063. However, the observed power
for this test was .67. Generally, the accepted power threshold is .80 or higher to conclude
that no Type II Error has occurred. Table 4.18 contains the results of the univariate tests.
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TABLE 4.18: Univariate Tests, Type III SS, n = 116
Source
FL

ED

FL*ED

Error

Total

Dep. Var.

SS

df

MS

F

p

Partial η2

Power

Communication

35.299

2

17.650

3.714

.027

.063

.670

Culture

49.694

2

24.847

2.921

.7.058

.050

.560

Connections

22.043

2

11.022

2.012

.139

.035

.408

Comparisons

1.769

2

.884

.257

.74

.005

.090

Communication

.566

1

.566

.119

.731

.001

.064

Culture

.271

1

.271

.032

.859

.000

.054

Connections

.177

1

.177

.032

.858

.000

.054

Comparisons

2.515

1

2.515

.731

.394

.007

.136

Communication

9.487

2

4.744

.998

.372

.018

.220

Culture

26.145

2

13.073

1.537

.220

.027

.321

Connections

23.399

2

11.700

2.136

.123

.037

.430

Comparisons

3.507

2

1.753

.510

.602

.009

.132

Communication

522.784

110

4.753

Culture

935.608

110

8.506

Connections

602.435

110

5.477

Comparisons

378.148

110

3.438

Communication

33646.000

116

Culture

24893.000

116

Connections

9886.000

116

Comparisons

17359.000

116
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The mean estimates for the main effects showed an increase in teacher scores
when teachers had more foreign language education in the areas of Communication,
Culture, and Connections. There was little difference in the scores for the Comparisons
factor based on foreign language education. There was little difference between the mean
scores of the teachers based on general education courses in the areas of Communication,
Culture, Connections, and Comparisons. The results appear in Table 4.19.

TABLE 4.19: Mean Estimates for Independent Variables, n = 116
Dep. variable
Communication

Culture

Connections

Comparisons

FL

Mean

SE

Minor

13.89

.436

Major

14.12

.511

Grad

14.89

.314

Minor

8.03

Major

ED

Mean

SE

Undergrad

14.34

.405

Grad

14.25

.283

.406

Undergrad

8.77

.377

9.14

.476

Grad

8.93

.264

Grad

9.38

.293

Minor

15.76

.543

Undergrad

16.56

.505

Major

16.69

.636

Grad

16.67

.353

Grad

17.38

.391

Minor

11.89

.345

Undergrad

11.88

.321

Major

12.26

.405

Grad

12.22

.224

Grad

11.99

.249

CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of the study was three-fold. First, this study attempted to identify
demographic data of Mississippi foreign language teachers often associated with teacher
quality. Second, this study determined how often Mississippi foreign language teachers
used certain types of activities in their implementation of the Mississippi Foreign
Language Curriculum Framework (2000) in their classrooms. Third, this study tried to
determine if there was a relationship between the application of the Mississippi Foreign
Language Curriculum Framework (2000) and the demographic data obtained from
Mississippi foreign language teachers.

Demographic Data of Mississippi Foreign Language Teachers
The sample indicated that the majority of Mississippi foreign language teachers
surveyed was educationally prepared to teach a foreign language based on the hours of
course work in their subject area. The majority of foreign language teachers reported
having the equivalent of a foreign language major, based on college-course hours. Of the
teachers surveyed, 47% stated that they had more than 30 hours of college course work in
the language(s) they taught. Only 28% of the teachers surveyed indicated that they had
21 or less hours of college-course work in the language they taught.
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The sample also indicated that the majority of Mississippi foreign language teachers
surveyed was educationally prepared to teach a foreign language based on the hours of
course work in general education. Of the teachers surveyed, 87% reported having
completed 10 or more hours of education courses. Of that number, 63% stated that they
had more than 19 hours of course work in education.
Many Mississippi foreign language teachers have not received any foreignlanguage-specific pedagogical training. Only 28% (n = 33) of the teachers surveyed
reported having ever taken a foreign language methodology course. In Mississippi,
foreign language education degrees can be obtained from the University of Mississippi,
Blue Mountain College, Jackson State University, Mississippi College, Mississippi State
University, and the University of Southern Mississippi. Of these institutions, the colleges
of education of the University of Mississippi, Jackson State University, and Mississippi
College have a foreign language methodology course which is a requirement for
graduation. Blue Mountain College, Mississippi State University and the University of
Southern Mississippi have foreign language methodology courses available, taught by the
foreign language departments of each university. Mississippi State University requires its
undergraduate majors to take a Language Arts methods class, with English majors. At the
University of Southern Mississippi, foreign language methodology courses are taught at
the graduate level courses.
Assuming the sample obtained is representative of all Mississippi foreign
language teachers, the majority of foreign language teachers in the state exceed the
minimum requirements for certification in Mississippi. Upon inspection of the cross
tabulations of foreign language course hours with undergraduate course hours, it was
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determined that only 10% of the participants in the study had less than 18 hours in both
foreign language and general education courses. Of the sample, 50% reported having
more than 30 hours of foreign language and more than 19 hours of general education
courses. The data supports the idea that Mississippi foreign language teachers have been
educationally prepared in pedagogy to teach children in a school environment.
The teaching experience of Mississippi foreign language teachers varies. Of the
foreign language teachers surveyed, 42% reported having 0-7 years of experience, 30%
reported having 8-15 years of experience, and the remaining 32% indicated having 16 or
more years of experience. There is not a clear majority in any category, but the largest
percentage of teachers surveyed was less-experienced teachers.
The data suggests that most Mississippi foreign language teachers do not
participate in foreign-language-specific professional development. Of the teachers
surveyed, 60% reported that they were not members of any professional organizations or
associations for foreign language professionals or educators. Also, 62% of the
participants stated that they had never attended any of the professional training
workshops conducted by the Mississippi Department of Education and the Croft Institute
at the University of Mississippi to help foreign language teachers implement the statemandated curriculum.
When participants were asked what educational and/or professional experiences
had had the greatest impact on them as foreign language teachers, there were a variety of
answers. Of the 07 foreign language teachers that responded, 26 thought that continued
professional development had had the greatest impact on them as foreign language
teachers. Many of these teachers mentioned specifically the benefit of attending the
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Mississippi Foreign Language Association (MFLA)’s annual conference and/or the
summer workshops offered by the Croft Institute of International Studies at Ole Miss. A
number of teachers (n = 25) reported that time spent abroad had had the greatest impact
on them. Six participants (n = 6) believed that their language courses had had the
greatest impact on their development, and only one participant thought that education
courses had hadthe greatest impact. Other experiences mentioned included positive
relationships with students or other teachers, teaching or classroom experience, and
Hispanic friends and family.

Implementation of the MS Foreign Language Curriculum Framework
The participants in this study were asked to rate how often they did a list of
activities, taken from the Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework
(Mississippi Department of Education, 2000). The instrument, created specifically for
this study, was the Foreign Language Instruction Choices Survey (FLICS). Participants
were asked to rate how often they did certain activities in their classroom. Each activity
was related to one of four factors focusing on Communication, Culture, Connections, and
Comparisons. The scores ranged from 1 to 5. A high score indicated that the teacher
employed that activity with great frequency.
The first question (Q1) asked teacher how often they conducted their classes in
the target language. The largest percentage of teachers (49%) stated that they often or
always conducted their classes in the target language. Of teachers surveyed, 35% reported
that they conducted their classes in the target language sometimes. Few teachers (16%)
said that they rarely or never conducted their class in the foreign language. The mean
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score for Q1 was M = 3.37, SD = .880. The data suggest that many Mississippi foreign
language teachers conduct their classes in the target language, thereby allowing students
to interpret relatively large amounts of the target language.
The second question (Q2) asked teachers how often they show films related to the
target language and/or culture. The majority of teachers (42%) said that they showed
films to their classes sometimes during a unit of study. Of the teachers surveyed, 39%
said that they often or always showed films to their classes. Only a small number of
teachers surveyed (18%) stated that they rarely or never showed films to their classes.
The mean score for Q2 was M = 3.29, SD = .942. The survey data for this question
indicates that Mississippi foreign language teachers are utilizing resources such as
technology and authentic material found in films to connect foreign language study to the
outside world.
The third question (Q3) asked teachers how often they presented works of
literature in class. Of Mississippi teachers surveyed, 35% stated that they sometimes
presented literature to their students. Also, 35% indicated that they rarely or never
presented literature in their classes. Another 30% of the teachers surveyed indicated that
they often or always presented literature in their classes. The mean score for Q3 was M =
2.97, SD = 1.083. Mississippi foreign language teachers are not using literature as often
as other types of activities in their classrooms. One reason may be that activities
involving literature are not found with great frequency in many Mississippi foreign
language textbooks. The presentation of literature also requires specialized knowledge
and may take teachers longer to plan and implement these types of activities in their
classrooms.
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The fourth question (Q4) asked teachers to rate how often they discuss the
relationship of words in a sentence. Of teachers surveyed, 90% stated that they often or
always did theses types of activities in class. Of the teachers surveyed, 9% stated that
they sometimes discussed the relationships of words in a sentence. Only one (n = 1)
teacher said that they rarely did this type of activity. No one (n = 0) said that they never
discussed the relationship of words in a sentence. The mean score for Q4 was M = 4.38,
SD = .694. Grammar activities are one of the easiest activities for foreign language
teachers to plan and implement. They are readily available in foreign language textbooks
and are easy to assess.
The fifth question (Q5) asked how often teachers had students do dialogues in the
target language. Seventy percent (70%) of the foreign language teachers surveyed said
that their students often or always did dialogues in the target language. Of the teachers
surveyed, 22% stated that they sometimes had students do dialogues in the target
language. Nine percent (9%) of teachers surveyed indicated that they rarely or never had
students do dialogues in class. The mean score for Q5 was M = 3.75, SD = .833. The
data indicates that Mississippi foreign language teachers have students use dialogues to
practice interpersonal communication. Interpersonal communication allows for
negotiation of meaning between participants, which facilitates language acquisition.
The sixth question (Q6) asked teachers to rate how often their classes observed
holidays in the target culture. Of the teachers surveyed, 8% stated that they rarely or
never observed holidays in the target culture with their students. Of the teachers
surveyed, 38% stated that they sometimes observed holidays from the target culture. The
majority of foreign language teachers surveyed (54%) said that they often or always had
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their classes observe holidays from the target culture. Holidays are an easy way to
connect classroom activities to subjects that students find interesting and fun. Foreign
language catalogues contain a wide variety of videos, games, and activities associated
with holidays from many different country.
The seventh question (Q7) asked teachers to rate how often they present familiar
stories such as anecdotes, fairy tales, and jokes in the target language. Of the teachers
surveyed, 37% said that they never or rarely presented familiar stories to their classes. Of
teachers surveyed, 41% said that they sometimes presented familiar stories in the target
language. Twenty-one percent (21%) of the teachers surveyed indicated that they often
or always presented familiar stories in the target language to their students. The mean
score for Q7 was M = 2.83, SD = .963. The evidence suggests that many Mississippi
foreign language teachers do not frequently use stories in their classes. Like literature,
familiar stories are not often included in student textbooks. Teachers must create these
activities themselves. They require more time and specialized knowledge to implement
these types of activities.
The eighth question (Q8) asked teachers to rate how often their students sang
songs in the target language. Thirty-two percent (32%) of the teachers surveyed said that
they rarely or never had their students sing songs in the target language. Of the teachers
surveyed, 39% said that their students sometimes sang songs in the target language. Of
the teachers surveyed, 35% said that they often or always had students sing songs in the
target language. The mean score for Q8 was M = 3.02, SD = 1.103. Teachers seem to
have their students sing songs less often than the other activities listed under
Connections. There may be several reasons for this. Textbooks do not generally contain
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many songs for classes to sing, but there are many tapes, CDs, DVDs, and songbooks
available in foreign language catalogues. The fact that scores for Q8 are somewhat low
could also be attributed to personal preference. Teachers who feel that they do not sing
well probably do not want to lead their classes in songs in the target language.
The ninth question (Q9) asked teachers to rate how often they had their students
present information in the target language. Of the teachers surveyed, 22% said that they
rarely or never had students present information in the target language. Of the teachers
surveyed, 39% said that their students presented information in the target language
sometimes. Forty percent (40%) of the teachers surveyed stated that their students often
or always presented information in the target language. The mean score for Q9 was M =
3.22, SD =1.045. The data indicates that most Mississippi foreign language teachers
have their students present information in the target language at least sometimes in their
classes. The Presentational Mode allows for the creation of messages in the target
language.
The tenth question (Q10) asked teachers to rate how often they had their students
do activities where they could recognize the differences between the phonetic systems of
the target language and the native language. Of the teachers surveyed, 12% said that they
never or rarely did activities comparing the phonetic systems of the target and native
languages. Thirty-three percent (33%) of the teachers stated that they sometimes did
activities involving phonetics. Of the teachers surveyed, 56% indicated that they often or
always did activities where students could recognize the differences between the phonetic
systems of the target language and the native language within a unit of study. The mean
score for Q10 was M = 3.56, SD = .999. Although this question received the lowest
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score among the survey questions focused on Comparisons, the data indicates that
Mississippi foreign language teachers do phonetics activities with their students at least
sometimes.
The eleventh question (Q11) asked teachers to rate how often they presented
examples of the fine arts in their classes. Only 17% of the foreign language teachers
surveyed indicated that that rarely or never presented examples of the fine arts in their
classes. Of the teachers surveyed, 45% said that they sometimes presented examples of
the fine arts to their students. Of the teachers surveyed, 38% stated that they often or
always presented examples of the fine arts in their classes. The mean score for Q11 was
M = 3.24, SD = .900. This question received the highest score among the questions
focused on Culture. There are many different expressions of the fine arts. They include
paintings, music, and dance. There are limited examples of the fine arts in textbooks, and
they vary from company to company. However, examples of the fine arts are easily
obtained from book stores, foreign language catalogues, and the Internet. They do not
require a great deal of specialized knowledge or preparation time to include examples of
the fine arts in class.
The twelfth question (Q12) asked how often students used the target language to
obtain information that is typically studied in other subject areas. These types of
activities include students doing math problems in the target language, discussing
weather and climates, studying geography, history, etc. Of the teachers surveyed, 19%
stated that they rarely or never did these types of activities. Of the teachers surveyed,
37% said that their students used the target language to obtain information studied in
other subject areas sometimes. Off the teachers surveyed, 44% indicated that they often
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or always had their students use the target language to obtain information generally
studied in other classes. The mean score for Q12 was M = 3.34, SD = 1.046. The
majority of Mississippi foreign language teachers seem to try to use the target language to
connect with other subjects at least sometimes. Many textbooks underline the importance
of connecting to other disciplines. They contain many short readings and other activities
used to help students obtain information about other subjects in the target language.
The thirteenth question (Q13) asked teachers to rate how often their students
played games using the target language. Eleven percent (11%) of the teachers surveyed
indicated that they rarely or never had their students play games in the target language.
Of foreign language teachers surveyed, 41% indicated that their students sometimes
played games in the target language. Of the teachers surveyed, 47% said that they often
or always had their students play games in the target language. The mean score for Q12
was M = 3.43, SD = .877. The data indicates that most Mississippi foreign language
teachers have their students play games in the target language at least sometimes. Games
can represent a wide variety of activities. Some are found in textbooks; some are teachercreated; and there are many games that can be purchased from foreign language
catalogues.
The fourteenth question (Q14) asked teachers to rate how often they make
comparisons between vocabulary and idiomatic expressions in English and the target
language. Only 2% of the teacher surveyed indicated that they rarely or never did
activities comparing vocabulary. Of foreign language teachers surveyed, 18% said that
they sometimes did activities that compared the vocabulary of English with that of the
target language. Of the teachers surveyed, 85% said that they often or always did
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activities where they made comparisons between vocabulary and idiomatic expressions in
English and the target language. The mean score for Q14 was M = 4.16, SD = .780.
The fifteenth question (Q15) asked teachers to rate how often their students ask
and/or answer questions about a variety of topics, such as school, family, hobbies, likes,
dislikes, etc. Only 3% of the teachers surveyed said that they rarely or never had their
students ask or answer questions in the target language. Of foreign language teachers
surveyed, 12% indicated that their students sometimes asked and/or answered questions
in the target language. Of the teachers surveyed, 84% said that they often or always did
activities where their students asked and/or answered questions in the target language.
The mean score for Q15 was M = 4.12, SD = .782. This question received the highest
score among the survey questions focusing on Communication. These types of activities
are quite easy to do. They require very little preparation time, and there are numerous
examples within most textbooks.
On average, the foreign language teachers surveyed reported that they did all the
individual survey items at least sometimes within a unit of study in their classrooms.
Three survey items received a mean score greater than a four. These survey items
referred to the teacher discussing grammar in class, the teacher discussing vocabulary and
idiomatic expressions in class, and students using the target language to ask and answer
questions. These activities represented activities found in any textbook. They required
the least amount of preparation on the part of the teacher to implement. Two survey
items received a mean score less than three. These survey items referred to the
presentation of literature, and the presentation of short stories, fairy tales, or jokes in the
target language. These types of activities are less likely to be found in a beginning or
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intermediate foreign language textbook. These activities generally would require
specialized knowledge and more preparation time on the part of the teacher to implement.
All other survey items received a mean score of a three from the participants. These
survey items included activities relating to films, student dialogues, holidays, songs,
student presentations, phonetics, fine arts, games, and other subjects. These types of
activities are not found with great regularity in beginning foreign language texts.
However, these items do not require a great deal of specialized knowledge or preparation
time on the part of the teacher. Films, games, songs, etc. are readily available in most
foreign language education catalogues.
For those survey items that were designated as Communication, all survey items
received a mean score greater than M = 3.0. The survey item that received the highest
scores was Q15, which asked teachers to rate how often their students asked or answered
questions in the target language (M = 4.12, SD = .782). The second highest score came
from Q5, which asked how often do dialogues in the target language (M = 3.75 SD =
.833). The third highest score for the Communication factor was for Q5, which asked
teachers how often they conducted their classes in the target language (M = 3.37, SD =
.880). The lowest score for the Communication factor was Q9, which asked teachers
how often their students did presentations in the target language (M = 3.22, SD = 1.045).
This data supports the idea that Mississippi foreign language teachers use the target
language as a vehicle of communication within their classes. Foreign language studied
has not been reduced to language as “object” which has always been a major problem in
foreign language education in the United States (Tedick, Walker, Lange, Paige, &
Jorstad, 1995).
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The three survey items that focused on Culture, scored slightly lower than most
other survey items. They all had lower mean scores and a larger number of teachers
reported that they rarely or never did these types of activities in their classes. The survey
item that received the highest score was Q11, which asked teachers to rate how often they
presented examples of the fine arts in their classes (M = 3.24, SD = .900). The second
highest score for the Culture factor was Q4, which asked teachers how often they
presented authentic works of literature in their classes (M = 2.97, SD = 1.083). The
lowest score for the Culture focus was Q7, which asked teachers to rate how often
teachers presented familiar stories in the target language (M = 2.83, SD = .963). The
data indicates that many Mississippi foreign language teachers use culture, but not with
great frequency. According to Lafayette (1995), the study of a modern foreign language
is a cultural study. Culture should be the main focus of foreign language classes. Cultural
studies are an integral part of the proficiency-based foreign language curriculum (Schick
& Nelson, 2001), and therefore Mississippi foreign language teachers need to increase
their emphasis on cultural studies.
The Connections focus contained five individual survey questions. All the survey
questions under this focus received mean scores of greater than M = 3.0. The survey
question that received the highest scores was Q6, which asked teachers to rate how often
their classes observed holidays from the target culture (M = 3.70, SD = .971). The survey
item that received the second highest mean score was Q13, which asked teachers to rate
how often their students played games in the target language (M = 3.43, SD = .877). The
third highest mean score was for Q12, which asked teachers to rate how often students
use the target language to obtain information that is typically studied in other subject
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areas (M = 3.34, SD = 1.046). The fourth highest score was from Q2, which asked
teachers how often they showed films in the target language or about the target culture
(M = 3.29, SD = .942). The survey item that received the lowest score was Q8, which
asked teachers how often their students sing songs in class (M = 3.02, SD = 1.103). The
data supports the idea that Mississippi foreign language teachers do activities that allow
students to connect their study of foreign language with the real world. Language and
culture study, while the major focus of foreign language study should also be combined
with other disciplines. It is an interdisciplinary reinforcement, which shifts the focus of
language study to its application in the real world (Standards for Foreign Language
Learning in the 21st century, 1999).
The Comparisons focus contained three individual survey items. Overall, these
were some of the highest rated survey items. Very few teachers indicated that they rarely
or never did these types of activities. The survey item that scored the highest was Q4,
which asked teachers how often they did activities where they explicitly discussed the
relationship between words (M = 4.38, .694). The second highest survey item was Q14,
which asked teachers to rate how often they made comparisons between the vocabulary
of the target and native languages (M = 4.16, SD = .716). The survey item that received
the lowest score for the Comparisons focus was Q10, which asked teachers to rate how
often they did phonetics activities with their students (M = 3.56, SD = .999). The data
indicates that Mississippi foreign language teachers do these types of activities often
within their classrooms. The Comparisons focus deals with the linguistic elements of the
target language and how to relate them back to the native language. According to the
Standards for Foreign Language Learning in the 21st Century (American Council on the
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Teaching of Foreign Languages,1999), grammar is an important facet of language study,
but foreign languages are not acquired when students learn an ordered set of facts about
the language. It is good that Mississippi foreign language teachers are having their
students make comparisons between the target language and the native language, but
making comparisons must never eclipse other types of activities where students use the
language for communication.

Reduction of Survey Items
The focuses of the individual survey items were examined to see if they could be
statistically reduced into the theoretical framework provided by the strands of the
National Standards for Foreign Language Learning: Preparing for the 21st century
(American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages,1996). The four factors were
named Communication, Culture, Connections, and Comparisons. Confirmatory factor
analysis was used to test the model.
The Communication factor was made up of four survey items. The survey items
included were Q1, Q5, Q9, and Q15.

The common factor among these survey items

was that they all dealt with language production.
The Culture factor was made up of three survey items. The survey items included
in this factor were Q3, Q7, and Q11. These survey items were all examples of the fine
arts.
The Connections factor was made up of five survey items. The survey items that
comprised this factor were Q2, Q6, Q8, Q12, and Q13. All of these survey items

98
required the students to use the target language to accomplish another goal. They allow
students to connect the language skills they have acquired to other aspects of their lives.
The Comparisons factor was made up of three survey items. The survey items
included in this factor were Q4, Q10, and Q14. These activities all involve explicit
language instruction. For these types of activities, teachers draw upon what students
already know about the own language and have them make comparisons with the target
language.
The factor analysis indicated that the individual survey items did reduce into the
factors proposed by the National Standards for Foreign Language Learning: Preparing
for the 21st Century (American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages, 1996).
Some adjustments were made to the model to improve the overall fit. The error terms of
certain survey items were allowed to correlate. These adjustments were empirically and
theoretically based. The error terms of Q7 and Q11 were allowed to correlate. Both
survey items loaded into the “Culture” factor and dealt with stories and the arts. The
error terms of Q8 and Q11 were also allowed to correlate. These survey items referred to
singing songs and the arts. Although the songs survey item was not a part of the Culture
factor, it was not unreasonable to assume that many of the songs students learn in class
might have a cultural connection. Finally, the error terms of Q4 and Q14 were allowed
to correlate. Both these items loaded into the Comparisons factor, and dealt with
arguably the two most important facets of language study: vocabulary and grammar.
After the adjustments were made, the model proved to be a good fit. Based on the
evidence obtained by the factor analysis, the reduction of the survey items into four
factors seemed to be justified. Reliability analysis, although low, was not unacceptable,
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especially for a new instrument. Therefore, the researcher concluded that the survey
items could be reduced into four factors, based on the tests of validity and reliability.

Differences in Curriculum Implementation based on Teacher Variables
This study then tried to determine if there were differences among Mississippi
foreign language teachers in how they implemented the Mississippi Foreign Language
Curriculum Framework (Mississippi Department of Education, 2000) based on the
survey questions and teacher variables collected from the surveys. The independent
variables were the number of college course hours completed in foreign language (FL),
divided into three levels (Minor, Major, and Grad), and the number of college course
hours completed in general education (ED), divided into two levels (Undergrad and
Grad). The dependent variables were the 15 survey questions reduced into four factors:
Communication, Culture, Connections, and Comparisons. The null hypothesis for this
part of the study stated that there were no differences among the means of the factors
based upon the independent variables.
The null hypothesis was tested using a MANOVA. The results of the MANOVA
did not reveal a statistically significant difference among the mean scores of the factors
based upon the independent variables of FL and ED. There was no statistical evidence to
suggest that the amount of college course work the teacher completed in foreign language
study had any affect on how she implemented the Mississippi foreign language
curriculum framework (2000). There was no statistical evidence to suggest that the
amount of college course work the teacher completed in general education had any affect
on how she implemented the Mississippi foreign language curriculum framework (2000).

100
There was also no evidence to suggest that there were any interactions between the
amount of college course work in foreign languages and general education that had an
effect on how often teachers did the activities measured in the FLICS survey instrument.
Inspection of the follow-up univariate tests showed that there was a large MS
Error for all the factors (See Table 4.17). A large error term often suggests that there are
some unexplained sources of variance (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2000). The inclusion of
other independent variables such as participation in professional development, and years
teaching experience might have assigned portions of the MS Error to other areas. There
may also be other non-quantifiable variables that could affect the results of the
MANOVA. Gabrietos (2002) suggests an effective foreign language teacher cannot be
measured by language and methodological knowledge and skills alone. The personality
of the teacher is equally important in determining the effectiveness of a teacher.
Gabrietos believes the effectiveness of a teacher can be depicted with a triangle, with
each side representing the extent to which an element is developed: the larger the area,
the higher the level of effectiveness. It is only when there is equal development of all
three elements of a language teacher (language, methodology, and personality) that the
language teacher can effectively teach. A teacher with limited or faulty language
knowledge communicates the language inaccurately. Inappropriate methodology makes
learning time-consuming and discourages learners. An uninterested or offensive teacher
offers little support and few opportunities for learning and de-motivates learners.
The means of the dependent variables were examined for FL to see if there were
any discernable patterns. Although statistically insignificant, the mean scores for
Communication, Culture, and Connections increased as the number of college-course
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hours in foreign languages completed by the teacher increased. This means that the
teachers with a higher level of education in the target language conducted the activities
from the FLICS survey more often. There was more than a 1-point difference from the
lowest level (Minor) to the highest level (Grad). For the Comparisons factor, no
discernable pattern was found. This might indicate that teachers who are not doing
activities from the other factors very often are supplementing with activities from the
Comparisons factor. These findings are consistent with other research that has suggested
that teaching efficacy for foreign language teachers is related to the teachers’ subject
matter preparation (Chacón, 2005; Golombek, 1998; Johnson, 1994).
The means of the dependent variables were then examined for ED to see if there
were any discernable patterns. Mean scores for the four dependent variables did not
increase or decrease based upon the number of college-course hours taken in general
education. There was no more than 0.3-point difference between the lower level
(Undergrad) and the upper level (Grad) on any of the dependent variables. There were
also no statistically significant differences found in the interaction of FL and ED. There
was less than a 1-point increase in mean scores of Connections as the number of collegecourse hours in foreign language and education increased, and a less than a 1-point
decrease in the mean scores of Communication, Culture, and Comparisons as the number
of college-course hours in foreign language and education increased. These results do
not support previous research that found that teacher behaviors are more closely
associated with pedagogical training (Darling-Hammond, Berry, and Thoreson, 2001;
Grossman, 1990; Ridley, Hurwitz, Hackett, & Miller, 2005).
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Limitations of this Study
One of the primary limitations of this study was the small sample size. The
sample used to conduct the MANOVA was n = 116. Adjustments had to be made to the
research design to accommodate the low return rate among foreign language teachers.
The original design meant to include three independent variables: course hours
completed in foreign languages (three levels); course hours completed in general
education (three levels); and years of teaching experience (three levels). The researcher
was forced to remove the variable for teaching experience, and to reduce the education
variable to two levels. Even with these adjustments, some of the independent variables
were underrepresented. There were fewer observations for those teachers who had a
Minor (0-21 hours) or Major (22-30 hours) in foreign languages with less than 18 hours
of general education. Under-representation of the independent variables may have
threatened the power of this study to accurately detect differences among groups.

Conclusions and Recommendations
The present study represents an initial step in the validation of the Foreign
Language Instructional Choices Survey (FLICS). Statistical evidence suggests that the
instrument provides an acceptable reliable and valid measure of the frequency of
instructional choices based on the theoretical framework of the Mississippi foreign
language curriculum framework (Mississippi Department of Education, 2000). Since this
framework is based upon the National standards for foreign language learning:
Preparing for the 21st century (American Council on the Teaching of Foreign
Languages,1996), it can be used in future studies with teachers outside the state of
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Mississippi. Further research should be done to try to improve the validity and reliability
of the instrument. There are five strands in the National Standards document. The
FLICS survey only addresses four of these strands. Survey items for the strand
“Communities” should be considered for inclusion in future studies. Additional survey
items for the four established strands should also be considered. Research should also be
conducted to try to improve the internal reliability of the FLICS instrument.
Mississippi foreign language teachers seem to be reasonably prepared to teach in
their subject area. Based on the information collected, there is evidence that most
Mississippi teachers have obtained more than the minimum requirements in both foreign
language and general education course work. The fact that the majority (72%) of foreign
language teachers have not taken a course in foreign language methodology is a concern.
The uniqueness of foreign language teaching cries out for the inclusion of a foreign
language methodology course. According to Hammadou and Bernhardt (1997), a foreign
language methodology course must contain knowledge about the communicative nature
of language, language acquisition theory, linguistics, sociolinguistics, and sociology. The
Mississippi Department of Education and all accredited Mississippi university teacher
education programs should consider the benefit of a foreign language methodology
course requirement. Additional research should be conducted to empirically test this
hypothesis.
Mississippi foreign language teachers are not taking advantage of continued
professional development in foreign language education. Forty percent of the teachers
surveyed reported being a member of a professional foreign language association, and
only 38% had received professional training in how to implement the state curriculum.
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More needs to be done to encourage foreign language teachers to continue their studies
and to become life-long learners of the language they teach, and how to teach it.
Research has shown that professional development can positively affect teaching
behaviors (Ridley et al., 2005). Professional development can also reduce isolation and
attrition rates among teachers (Crookes, 1997). Many participants of this study reported
that continued professional development was the experience that had had the greatest
impact on them as foreign language teachers. Some participants specifically named the
Croft Institute at the University of Mississippi and the Mississippi Foreign Language
Association (MFLA) as having positive effects on their teaching. More should be done
on the state and school district level to encourage foreign language teachers to participate
in these associations. Further research should be conducted to evaluate specific programs
and workshops conducted by the Croft Institute and MFLA, and how they affect teacher
behavior.
Based upon the results of the analysis, no statistical differences could be found in
how often Mississippi teachers selected activities based upon their subject matter and
pedagogical training. The mean scores of foreign language teachers increased in the
areas of Communication, Culture, and Connections as their hours of college-course work
in foreign languages increased. This would seem to indicate foreign language teaching is
similar to teaching mathematics and science; they are technical fields that require greater
subject-area knowledge than other areas. However, the analysis of this study could not
statistically support this supposition. No discernable differences could be found between
the mean scores of foreign language teachers based on the number of college-course
hours completed in education.
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There are several recommendations for further research in the area of the effect of
teacher variables on foreign language instruction. Recommendations include the
following:
1. Another study should be conducted with a larger sample size that would allow
for the inclusion of the variables omitted in this study (teaching experience
and continued professional development).
2. Research should be conducted to directly link the implementation of the
Mississippi Foreign Language Curriculum Framework (2000) with student
achievement.
3. Research should be conducted using other measures of teacher quality than
those included in this study.
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APPENDIX A
FOREIGN LANGUAGE INSTRUCTIONAL CHOICES SURVEY
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Foreign Language Instructional Choices Survey (FLICS)
Part 1: Please check how often you feel you do the following activities within a
major unit of study:
1. I conduct my classes in the target language.
□ Never

□ Rarely

□ Sometimes

□ Often

□ Always

□ Often

□ Always

2. I show films related to the target language/culture.
□ Never

□ Rarely

□ Sometimes

3. I present authentic works of literature (i.e. entire works, excerpts, abridged
works, simplified works) in class.
□ Never

□ Rarely

□ Sometimes

□ Often

□ Always

4. I explicitly discuss the relationships of words in a sentence.
□ Never

□ Rarely

□ Sometimes

□ Often

□ Always

□ Often

□ Always

5. Students do dialogues in the target language.
□ Never

□ Rarely

□ Sometimes

6. My classes observe holidays in the target culture whenever possible.
□ Never

□ Rarely

□ Sometimes

□ Often

□ Always

7. I present familiar stories (anecdotes, fairy tales, jokes) in the target language.
□ Never

□ Rarely

□ Sometimes

□ Often

□ Always

8. My students sing songs in the target language.
□ Never
□ Rarely
□ Sometimes
□ Often
□ Always
9. My students present information (i.e. skits, presentations, reports) in the
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target language.
□ Never

□ Rarely

□ Sometimes

□ Often

□ Always

10. I do activities where students can recognize differences between the phonetic
systems of the target language and native language.
□ Never

□ Rarely

□ Sometimes

□ Often

□ Always

11. I present examples of the fine arts (i.e. paintings, music, dance) from the
target culture.
□ Never

□ Rarely

□ Sometimes

□ Often

□ Always

12. I have students use the target language to obtain information that is typically
studied in other subject areas (i.e. math problems, weather, geography,
literature, etc.).
□ Never

□ Rarely

□ Sometimes

□ Often

□ Always

13. My students play games using the target language.
□ Never

□ Rarely

□ Sometimes

□ Often

□ Always

14. I make comparisons between vocabulary and idiomatic expressions in
English and the target language.
□ Never

□ Rarely

□ Sometimes

□ Often

□ Always

15. Student ask/answer questions about a variety of topics (i.e. school, family,
hobbies, likes, dislikes, etc.)
□ Never

□ Rarely

□ Sometimes

□ Often

□ Always
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Part 2: Demographic Information. Please check your appropriate demographic
profile.
16. What language(s) do you teach? (Check all that apply.)
□French

□German

□Spanish

□Latin

□Other: (specify)______________

17. In the language you teach, how many hours of college course work have you
completed? (If you teach more than one language, use the one you use
the one you have the most experience in.)
□21 hours or less

□22‐30 hours

□31 or more hours

18. Are you a native speaker of the language you teach?
□ yes

□ no

19. How many hours of college course work have you completed specifically in
foreign language methodology and/or pedagogy?
□ 0‐2 hours

□ 3‐5 hours

□ 6 or more hours

20. How many hours of college course work have you completed in general
education?
□ 9 hours or less

□ 10‐18 hours□ 19 or more hours

21. How many years have you taught a foreign language?
□ 0‐7 years

□ 8‐15 years

□ 16 or more years

22. Are you an active member of any professional organizations specifically for
foreign language professionals / educators?
□ yes

□ no
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23. Have you completed any professional development workshops dealing with
how to implement the MS Foreign Language Curriculum?
□ yes

□ no

24. Did you complete a period of student teaching or another type of mentoring
program under another foreign language teacher?
□ yes

□ no

25. In your opinion, and considering the above statements, what educational
and/or professional experience(s) have made the greatest impact on you as
a foreign language teacher?
□ language courses
□ general education courses
□ foreign language methodology courses
□ student teaching
□ teaching experience
□ professional development
□ other (specify):________________________________________________________

The data from the survey items will be reduced to 4 factors as follows:
Communication: Survey items 1, 5, 9, 15
Culture: Survey items 3, 7, 11
Connections: Survey items 2, 6, 8, 12, 13
Comparisons: Survey items 4, 10, 14

APPENDIX B
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL
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APPENDIX C
CONTACT LETTERS / FAXES / E-MAILS
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Contact Letter Sent by Mail

Dear Foreign Language Teacher,
I would like to invite you to take an on‐line survey rating how often you do
certain types of activities in your classroom. The information you provide will
be used in my dissertation to fulfill a doctoral degree in the Department of
Curriculum and Instruction at Mississippi State University. Your participation is
voluntary and you may withdraw at any point; however your completion of this
survey will be appreciated. The survey should not take more than 5‐10 minutes.
The survey instrument includes 26 questions, divided into 2 sections. The first
section asks you to rate how often you do certain types of activities. The second
section asks for demographic information relating to your education and
professional experiences.
As an incentive, you will be asked to give your name and contact information to
be put into a drawing. Two Wal‐Mart gift cards of $50.00 will be given to 2
randomly‐selected participants. However; your names will not be connected
with the survey you complete, so that your responses will remain confidential.
To take the survey, please visit www.surveymonkey.com/s.asp?u=472081628117
If you have any questions, please contact me at 662‐456‐2015 (home) or by e‐mail
at eah2@msstate.edu .
Sincerely,

Elizabeth A. Harrison
Doctoral Student
Mississippi State University
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Contact Letter Sent By Fax
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Contact Letter Sent by E‐mail

